Professional Training and Perceptions of Teachers: Influence on Reading Achievement of High-Need Kindergarten Students in a Southern Pennsylvania Elementary School as Measured by DIBELS Scores by Koval, Donna Jean
  
 
PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS:   
 
INFLUENCE ON READING ACHIEVEMENT OF HIGH-NEED  
 
KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS IN A  
 
SOUTHERN PENNSYLVANIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AS MEASURED BY  
 
DIBELS SCORES 
 
 
 
 
A Dissertation 
 
Submitted to the Faculty  
 
of  
 
Drexel University 
 
by 
 
Donna Jean Koval 
 
in partial fulfillment of the  
 
requirements for the degree  
 
of 
 
Doctor of Education 
 
May 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
©Copyright 2015 
Donna Jean Koval, All Rights Reserved 
     
 
 
Dedication Page 
 
 This dissertation is dedicated to my family.  I would not have been able to 
complete this journey without your love, support, and encouragement.  I sincerely thank 
you for inspiring me and pushing me to succeed.   
 To my husband Richard, thank you for the many weekends you spent alone while 
I worked on the study.  You never complained but provided unending support to me and 
helped me to get through the difficult times.  I also wish to thank my children, Sara, 
Justin, and Ethan, son-in-law, Chris, daughter-in-law, Laura, my mother, and my three 
beautiful grandchildren, Isabella, Julia, and Mason.  Your understanding, love, and 
continued dedication to my work inspired me to continue on when I had to spend hours 
writing instead of spending time with all of you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
Acknowledgement Page 
 
 I extend my sincerest appreciation to my supervising chair, Dr. Joyce Pittman.  
Dr. Pittman, you have been an unending source of support, encouragement, guidance, but 
mostly inspiration to me as I completed the dissertation journey.  I have a great deal of 
respect and admiration for you.  I also wish to thank my committee members, Dr. 
Dominic Gullo and Dr. Kimberly Adkins.  I appreciate the constructive feedback and 
time you provided, as it was instrumental in helping me complete the dissertation 
process.  In addition, I wish to thank Dr. Sandra Lemmon.  You served as a mentor and 
role model to me from the very beginning, and I am most appreciative of the trust you 
placed in me to conduct my research. 
 I also wish to thank the students, the parents of our students, and the teachers for 
their participation in this study.  Their involvement in the study has motivated me to 
continue the quest for improving the instructional practices and intervention methods 
utilized during the primary years to improve the conditions necessary to eliminate the gap 
in reading for students at risk of failure. 
 Finally, I would be remiss if I did not thank the wonderful group of people I had 
the privilege to work with in cohort four.  I am indebted to you all for your support, 
encouragement, and friendship.  A special thank you is extended to Mike, Beth, and 
Chris.  Your unwavering belief in me was the inspiration that carried me to the finish 
line, and for that I will always be grateful. 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
The Dissertation Committee of Drexel University 
certifies that this is the approved version of the following dissertation: 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS: INFLUENCE  
 
ON READING ACHIEVEMENT OF HIGH-NEED KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS IN  
 
A SOUTHERN PENNSYLVANIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AS MEASURED BY   
 
DIBELS SCORES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                        Committee: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
                                                                         Dr. Joyce Pittman, Ph.D., Chair 
 
 
_______________________________ 
                                                                               Dr. Dominic Gullo, Ph.D., Member 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Dr. Kimberly Adkins, Ed.D., Member 
  iv   
 
 
 
Table of Contents 
 
 
LIST OF TABLES…………………………………………………………………….......x 
LIST OF FIGURES……………………………………………………………………...xii 
ABSTRACT…………………………………………………………………………….xiii 
1. INTRODUCTION……………………………………………………………………...1 
1.1 Statement of the Problem……………………………………………………………...3 
1.2 Purpose and Significance of the Problem……………………………………………..4 
1.3 Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding…………………………………….8 
1.4 Conceptual Framework………………………………………………………………..9 
1.5 Researcher Stances and Experiential Base……………………………………………9 
1.6 Theoretical Framework………………………………………………………………11 
1.7 Conceptual Framework of the Three Research Streams……………………………..14 
1.8 Definition of Terms…………………………………………………………………..17 
1.9 Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations………………………………………..19 
1.9.1 Assumptions………………………………………………………………………..19 
1.9.2 Limitations…………………………………………………………………………21 
1.9.3 Delimitations……………………………………………………………………….23 
1.10 Summary……………………………………………………………………………23 
2.  LITERATURE REVIEW…………………………………………………………….25 
2.1 Introduction of the Problem………………………………………………………….25 
2.2 Literature Framework………………………………………………………………..26 
2.3 Literature Review……………………………………………………………………30 
  v   
 
 
2.3.1 Stream 1:  Instruction and Intervention……………………………………………32 
2.3.1.1 Early Identification………………………………………………………………32 
2.3.1.2 Instructional Intervention Support……………………………………………….34 
2.3.1.3 Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtII)…………………………………39 
2.3.1.4 Summary Instruction and Intervention…………………………………………..41 
2.3.2 Stream 2:  Professional Training Experiences of Teachers…………………..........42 
2.3.2.1 Coaching Professional Development and Instructional Practices……………….42 
2.3.2.2 Literacy Coaching Model/Professional Learning Communities…………………50 
2.3.2.3 Teacher Perceptions/Role of the Literacy Coach………………………………...56 
2.3.2.4 Teacher Background Characteristics Versus Teacher Instructional Practices…...63 
2.3.2.5 Summary Professional Collaboration/Training Experiences of Teachers……….65 
2.3.3 Stream 3:  Differentiation in Reading Instruction………………………………….65     
2.3.3.1 Learning Styles…………………………………………………………………..65 
2.3.3.2 Neuroscience, Attention, and Self-Monitoring…………………………………..71 
2.3.3.3 Summary Differentiation of Reading Instruction & Synthesis of Three  
            Streams…………………………………………………………………………...76 
 
2.4 Summary……………………………………………………………………………..77 
 3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY……………………………………………………..80 
3.1 Introduction…………………………………………………………………………..80 
3.2 Research Design and Rationale……………………………………………………...82 
3.3 Site and Population…………………………………………………………………..84 
3.3.1 Population Description……………………………………………………………..84 
3.3.2 Site Description…………………………………………………………………….87 
3.3.3 Site Access…………………………………………………………………………89 
  vi   
 
 
3.4 Research Methods……………………………………………………………………91 
3.5 Descriptions of Methods Used—Stage One…………………………………………93 
 
3.5.1 Instrument Description……………………………………………………………..93 
3.5.2 Participant Selection……………………………………………………………….94 
3.5.3 Identification and Invitation………………………………………………………..95 
3.5.4 Data Collection…………………………………………………………………….95 
3.5.5 Data Analysis………………………………………………………………………99 
3.6 Descriptions of Methods Used—Stage 2—Observation Protocol………………….102 
3.6.1 Instrument Description……………………………………………………………102 
3.6.2 Participants Selection……………………………………………………………..103 
3.6.3 Identification and Invitation………………………………………………………103 
3.6.4 Data Collection…………………………………………………………………...104 
3.6.5 Data Analysis……………………………………………………………………..106 
3.7 Description of Methods Used—Stage Two—Interview Protocol………………….107 
3.7.1 Instrument Description……………………………………………………………107 
3.7.2 Participant Selection……………………………………………………………...108 
3.7.3 Identification and Invitation………………………………………………………108 
3.7.4 Data Collection…………………………………………………………………...109 
3.7.5 Data Analysis……………………………………………………………………..109 
3.8 Stages of Data Collection…………………………………………………………...110 
3.9 Pilot Study Instrumentation……………………..………………………………….112 
3.9.1 Pilot Study Methods………………………………………………………………112 
3.9.2 Pilot Study Data Collection and Analysis………………………………………...112 
  vii   
 
 
3.10 Ethical Considerations…………………………………………………………….113 
3.10.1 Students………………………………………………………………………….113 
3.10.2 Teachers…………………………………………………………………………114 
3.11 Researcher Biases…………………………………………………………………116 
4. FINDINGS, ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATIONS, AND SYNTHESIS……………..118 
4.1 Introduction…………………………………………………………………………118 
4.2 Overview……………………………………………………………………………119 
4.3 Findings and Results………………………………………………………………..124 
4.3.1 Findings:  Descriptive Statistics…………………………………………………..124 
4.3.2 Quantitative:  DIBELS Next Assessment………………………………………...124 
4.3.2.1 DIBELS Composite Scores……………………………………………………..125 
4.3.2.2 DIBELS Composite Score Mean Data…………………………………………128 
4.3.2.3 Two-Way Analysis of Variance………………………………………………...131 
4.3.3 Qualitative:  Field Observations………………………………………………….133 
4.3.3.1 Procedures………………………………………………………………………133 
4.3.3.2 Classroom Vignettes—Descriptions……………………………………………134 
4.3.3.3 Results…………………………………………………………………………..152 
4.3.3.4 Learning Environment………………………………………………………….152 
4.3.3.5 Objects and Materials Culture………………………………………………….152 
4.3.3.5 Classroom Organization………………………………………………………...153 
4.3.3.6 Observation Categories and Themes…………………………………………...155 
4.3.3.7 General Descriptions—Instructional Delivery…………………………………157 
4.3.3.8 Teacher Descriptions—Lesson Study and Teaching Practices…………………160 
  viii   
 
 
4.3.3.9 Student Descriptions—Support Focused on Instruction………………………..170 
4.3.4 Qualitative:  Face-to-Face Interviews…………………………………………….177 
4.3.4.1 Frequency and Comments for Interview Questions…………………………….177 
4.3.4.2 Common Themes……………………………………………………………….180 
4.4 Results—Inferential Statistics………………………………………………………187 
4.5 Validity and Reliability……………………………………………………………..194 
4.6 Summary……………………………………………………………………………195 
5 INTERPRETATION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONABLE 
   SOLUTIONS…………………………………………………………………………197 
 
5.1 Interpretation of Findings and Results……………………………………………...197 
 
5.1.1 Two-Way Analysis of Variance—DIBELS Composite Score Data……………...198 
 
5.1.2 Classroom Observations………………………………………………………….200 
 
5.1.3 Teacher Interviews………………………………………………………………..201 
 
5.2 Inferential Results…………………………………………………………………..202 
 
5.3 Conclusions…………………………………………………………………………206 
 
5.4 Recommended Actionable Solutions……………………………………………….212 
 
5.5 Recommendations for Future Research…………………………………………….219 
 
5.6 Summary……………………………………………………………………………220 
 
LIST OF REFERENCES……………………………………………………………….222 
APPENDIX A:  DIBELS Next Benchmark Assessment……………………………….229 
APPENDIX B:  Observation Protocol Template for Field Notes………………………242 
APPENDIX C:  Interview Protocol…………………………………………………….243 
APPENDIX D:  Coding Chart for Interview Protocol………………………………….245 
APPENDIX E:  Request for Site Approval…………………………………………….246 
  ix   
 
 
APPENDIX F: Site Approval Letter……………………………………………............247 
APPENDIX G: Notification of Research Title Change………………………………...248 
APPENDIX H: CITI Report…………………………………………………………....249 
APPENDIX I:  IRB Approval Letter…………………………………………………...250 
APPENDIX J:  Approved Parent Consent Form………………………………….........252 
APPENDIX K: Approved Invitation to Participate Form……………………………...256 
APPENDIX L: Approved Teacher Consent Form……………………………………...259 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  x   
 
 
List of Tables 
 
Participants in the Study…………………………………………………………………87 
District Demographics…………………………………………………………………...88 
Data Instrumentation and Collection Matrix…………………………………………….92 
 
Overall DIBELS Next Benchmark Goal Levels and Cut Points for Risk………………125 
 
Kindergarten Benchmark Goals and Cut Points for Risk………………………………125 
 
Range of Scores At/Above and Below Kindergarten DIBELS Benchmark Goals…….126 
 
Mean DIBELS Composite Score Total by Cohort…………………………..................128  
 
Mean DIBELS Composite Score Total by Cohort and Gender………………………...129 
 
Two-way ANOVA Tests of Between-Subject Effects…………………………………132 
 
Student Observation Participants—Classroom1………………………………………..134 
 
Student Observation Participants—Classroom 2……………………………………….137 
 
Student Observation Participants—Classroom 3……………………………………….142 
 
Student Observation Participants—Classroom 4……………………………………….147 
 
General Descriptions……………………………………………………………………156 
 
General Descriptions—Classroom 1………………………………………....................157 
 
General Descriptions—Classroom 2………………………………………....................158 
 
General Descriptions—Classroom 3………………………………………....................158 
 
General Descriptions—Classroom 4………………………………………....................159 
 
Teacher Descriptions………………………………………………………...................159 
 
Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 1………………………………………...................168 
 
Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 2………………………………………...................168 
 
Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 3………………………………………...................169 
  xi   
 
 
 
Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 4………………………………………...................169 
 
Student Descriptions……………………………………………………………………170 
 
Student Descriptions—Classroom 1……………………………………………………176 
 
Student Descriptions—Classroom 2……………………………………………………176 
 
Student Descriptions—Classroom 3……………………………………………………176 
 
Student Descriptions—Classroom 4……………………………………………………176 
 
Interviewee Demographics……………………………………………………………..177 
 
Teacher Interview Comments and Frequency by Research Question………………….178 
 
Factor ANOVA Summary…………………………………………………...................190 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  xii   
 
 
List of Figures 
Conceptual Framework with Three Research Streams…………………………………..17 
Literature Review of the Three Streams of Research……………………………………29 
DIBELS At/Above and Below Benchmark Percentages by Certification……………...126 
DIBELS At/Above and Below Benchmark Percentages by Gender………...................127 
Graphic Representation of Mean DIBELS Composite Score…………………………..129  
Graphic Representation of Mean DIBELS Scores by Cohort and Gender……………..131 
Interaction Between Teacher Certification and Gender………………………………...132 
Classroom 1 Map……………………………………………………………………….154 
Classroom 2 Map……………………………………………………………………….154 
Classroom 3 Map……………………………………………………………………….155 
Classroom 4 Map……………………………………………………………………….155 
Graphic Representation of Common Themes…………………………………………..181 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  xiii   
 
 
Abstract 
Professional Training and Perceptions of Teachers:  Influence on Reading Achievement 
of High-Need Kindergarten Students in a Southern Pennsylvania Elementary School as 
Measured by DIBELS Scores 
Donna Jean Koval 
Joyce A. Pittman, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
Several researchers describe the need for a systematic instructional approach to address 
the deficits in reading; however, less research is available to guide school leaders on the 
specific professional training required to improve teacher efficacy in reading instruction.  
The purpose of this study was to examine the reading progress of high-need kindergarten 
students as measured by the Dynamics Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS) and explore the influences that teachers’ professional training experiences and 
instructional practices could have on reading achievement.  The explanatory mixed-
methods design employed a pragmatic approach to the research in order to find practical 
solutions for improving teacher instructional practice and increasing high-need 
kindergarten students’ reading proficiency in a Southern Pennsylvania public elementary 
school.  Specifically, the study addressed the following central research question: 
1.  What influences do the professional training experiences of kindergarten teachers in a 
rural suburban elementary school in southern Pennsylvania have on the DIBELS scores 
of high-need kindergarten students in each of the four classrooms at the school?    
In addition, the study addressed the following sub-questions: 
 
1.  What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by teachers on the DIBELS 
reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students?   
2.  How do teachers describe their professional training experiences and their ability to 
instruct high-need students in reading?   
  xiv   
 
 
3.  How do teachers’ background experiences affect their instructional practice? 
The researcher also explored the effect of an additional variable, the possible interaction 
between teacher certification and gender on high-need students’ reading achievement 
scores. 
The study consisted of two stages: quantitative and qualitative.  In the quantitative stage, 
the results of the kindergarten composite scores on the DIBELS reading assessment were 
collected and analyzed.  Two cohorts were identified: those students taught by a teacher 
with a reading certification, and students taught by teachers without a reading 
certification. The data of seventeen students was included from the cohort taught by the 
teacher with a reading certification, and data was included for fifty-three students in the 
cohort taught by teachers without a reading certification.  A two-way analysis of variance 
was used to compare the mean scores of the DIBELS assessment.   
The second stage was qualitative and included twelve observations conducted in four 
kindergarten classrooms during reading instruction in order to examine the 
commonalities among classroom organization, curriculum, and instructional delivery.  
Face-to-face interviews with four kindergarten teachers were also conducted to examine 
the teachers’ perceptions in relation to the their professional background experiences and 
the training they believed was necessary to increase efficacy in the teaching of reading to 
high-need students.  The observation and interview data was coded and analyzed for 
common themes related to professional development and effective instructional practices 
in order to increase the effectiveness of identifying high-need students early and 
implementing targeted intervention support.  Throughout the stages of the study, the 
identity of both student and teacher participants remained anonymous. 
  xv   
 
 
The statistical analysis of the DIBELS composite score data indicated a significant 
statistical difference in the reading achievement of students taught by a teacher with a 
reading certification compared to the reading achievement of students taught by teachers 
without a reading certification.  However, no statistically significant interaction between 
gender and teacher certification was found.  The observation and teacher interview data 
suggested that although there was overall consistency in classroom organization and 
curricular delivery, the teachers desired a more highly trained staff to help deliver small 
group intervention support to the most at-risk learners, a systematic program that includes 
guidelines for what and when specific skills should be taught, and differentiated training 
that improves teacher efficacy and provides consistency within the kindergarten program.  
The significant findings of the study suggest there may be academic benefits for students 
taught by a specifically trained professional.  School and district administrators 
responsible for kindergarten programs and the teachers’ professional training may use the 
data gathered from the study to reduce the gap in achievement for high-need students and 
evaluate the effectiveness of the support mechanisms in place within their existing 
programs to assist young learners. 
 
Keywords:  High-need students, Emergent literacy skills, Instructional  
Interventions, Achievement gap, DIBELS, Teacher efficacy  
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
 Imagine trying to comprehend what is written on this page with limited success 
due to the inability to construct meaning from the strings of letters and word 
combinations.  The Progress in the International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) 
indicated that for the young high-need reader, this is often the reality.  The study 
specified that Black and Hispanic fourth graders scored lower than the U.S. national 
average in reading as compared to White, Asian, and multiracial students, whose scores 
were higher than the U.S. national average (NAEP, National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2011).  Additionally, the study found that schools with higher numbers of 
students eligible for free lunch scored lower than the U.S. national average in reading 
when compared to schools with lower numbers of students eligible for the free lunch 
program (NAEP, National Center for Education Statistics, 2011).  This data increased the 
educational focus on all students’ reading achievement levels and raised concerns among 
stakeholders, including politicians, educators, and parents (Stebbins, Stormont, Lambkin, 
Wilson, & Clippard, 2012).  The concern led to a nationwide educational mandate for 
greater accountability measures in districts across the country in order to initiate an 
effective teacher evaluation system, with the primary goal of providing evidence that all 
students are making adequate yearly growth in reading through the use of effective 
instructional practices and research-based interventions (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012).  
In order to ensure all students are given instruction in strong emergent 
foundational literacy skills, experts in the field of education focused attention on the 
achievement gap existing between students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and 
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the more advantaged population of learners.  The achievement gap is recognized as early 
as kindergarten, wherein students enter the first year of formal education with varying 
degrees of background experiences and acquired knowledge, such as the home 
environment, family engagement and support, and level of oral-language skills coupled 
with age-appropriate vocabulary development, all of which affect their acquisition of 
literacy skills (Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012; Goodwin, 2012; and Chatterji, 2006).  In 
an attempt to equalize achievement levels, researchers supported early identification and 
intervention rather than remediation in the later years as holding the most promise for 
closing the achievement gap (Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012).  Combined with the 
importance of early identification and the implementation of effective interventions, 
experts in the field argued for an integrated approach to teaching reading that 
differentiates for the developmental and unique learning styles of individual students and 
addresses behavioral concerns that may affect learning (Adomat, 2012; Rose, 2012, 
Stevens, Harn, Chard, Currin, Parisi, & Neville, 2013).   
Additionally, teachers’ professional training experiences in reading instruction 
and the on-site professional support they receive influences the effectiveness of their 
implementation of instructional and intervention models. A well-trained teaching staff is 
necessary not only to deliver with fidelity the effective instruction of essential emergent 
literacy skills such as phonological awareness, phonemic decoding, fluency, vocabulary, 
and text comprehension, but also to differentiate the appropriate level of intervention 
required for these students (Griffiths and Stuart, 2011).  Effective teacher training is 
tantamount to improved student performance.  The teacher and the level of his or her 
professional training in reading instruction is of critical importance when considering 
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which instructional methods or intervention models to include within a reading program. 
If instructional practice is not purposeful, no amount of intervention support, no matter 
how effective, will yield improved reading achievement results (Coyne, Little, 
Rawlinson, Simmons, Kwok, Minjin, & Civetelli, 2013). 
As the following review of the literature demonstrates, various experts in the field 
have conducted research to support the need for specific instructional and intervention 
models conducive to providing the emergent literacy skill development for young 
students entering school.  However, a lack of research exists to explore a possible link 
between defined teacher instructional training and professional development support and 
highly effective classroom instruction focused on students’ increased reading proficiency.  
As a result, the focus of this study was to examine the teachers’ professional training in 
reading instruction and how these experiences and perceptions toward instructional 
practice could influence the reading achievement of high-need kindergarten students in 
an identified elementary school focused on improving the acquisition of emergent 
literacy skills.  Initiatives to improve teacher efficacy in reading instruction could result 
in increased reading proficiency for high-need students, thus lessening the achievement 
gap. 
 
Statement of the Problem  
 
The problem this research study addressed was how the reading achievement of 
high-need kindergarten students in a southern Pennsylvania elementary school as 
measured by the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) scores, 
could be influenced by teachers’ professional training experiences in reading instruction 
and their perceptions about instructional practice.   
  4 
 
 
The research conducted by Meyler, Keller, Cherkassky, Gabrieli, and Just (2008) 
contends that reading is one of the most important cognitive skill processes taught to 
students requiring teachers to have an understanding of the make-up of identified reading 
problems and the ability to effectively intervene and remediate during the critical primary 
years of formal education.  Prior to the present study being conducted, administrators and 
teachers at the school included in the study had expressed concern about the number of 
students identified as having a specific learning disability in reading upon entering third 
grade and the lack of an effective instructional approach in the teaching of foundational 
emergent literacy skills beginning in kindergarten.  In addition, district administrators had 
raised the question of whether or not specific professional training in reading instruction 
should be provided to teachers of primary students and, if so, what that training should 
entail. This study addressed the problem of creating opportunities for professional 
development training for teachers that could potentially serve to improve instructional 
practice in the teaching of reading and effectively assist young struggling learners as they 
acquire the skills necessary to become proficient readers. 
 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
 The purpose of this mixed-methods study was twofold: 1) to examine the reading 
progress of high-need kindergarten students, as measured by the Dynamic Indicators of 
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) when instruction was provided by a kindergarten 
teacher with a reading certification as opposed to teachers without a reading certification 
within a rural-suburban elementary school (RUSES) in southern Pennsylvania and, 2) to 
understand how teachers’ perceptions and professional training experiences could 
influence their instructional practice within the selected rural-suburban elementary school 
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in southern Pennsylvania.  In addition, the researcher explored the effect of an additional 
variable, the possible interaction between teacher certification and gender on student 
reading achievement. 
 An extensive amount of research exists to offer evidence for the need for early 
identification and specific instructional and intervention support in the acquisition of 
emergent literacy skills.  However, there is less research available regarding the inclusive 
components of effective professional training that should be offered to teachers at the 
undergraduate and graduate levels, or within school districts’ professional development 
frameworks in order to increase student reading achievement. 
Targeted identification and focused instructional intervention support with the 
implementation of a professional training model within a kindergarten reading program 
represented a shift in the instructional framework for the school involved in the study.  In 
an effort to increase individual students’ growth in reading achievement on the 
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA), instructional support time, 
personnel, and resources were assigned to grades three through six in an attempt to boost 
reading proficiency for students not on grade level.  Although a comparison of 2012-2013 
and 2013-2014 School Performance Data (SPP) indicates a slight percentage increase 
overall for students scoring advanced and proficient in reading on the PSSA tests from 
79.27% to 80.17% (a 0.07 change), indicators of academic growth determined by the 
Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS) data showed individual 
students were not making adequate growth in reading and writing.  Student growth 
measures in 2012-2013 dropped from 100% in both reading and writing to 74% in 
reading (-2.60 drop) and 65% in writing (-3.50 drop) in 2013-2014.  Beginning-of-the- 
  6 
 
 
year DIBELS and Development Reading Assessments (DRA) given to current third grade 
students (N=100) in the school in September 2014 indicated that 25% were reading 
below third-grade level.  Nine of the 100 third grade students had Individual Education 
Plans (IEPs), and ten third grade students out of the 25% scoring below-grade-level were 
reading at a first-grade level.   
In past years, focused remediation and intervention instruction had been 
inconsistent for the young struggling learners in grades K-2 until they reached third 
grade, since third grade marks the beginning of PSSA testing.   However, with the 
availability of PVAAS data that showed a drop in reading achievement growth for 
individual students across grades 4-6, the data suggested there needed to be a more 
focused intent in the school to provide instructional intervention support in reading before 
third grade.  There was a degree of intervention support available for struggling 
kindergarten students who had trouble with phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, and 
vocabulary, but there was no defined system in place for the identification of students, 
and often the paraprofessional staff, not certified teachers, provided this remediation.  
While a few teachers had obtained certification in reading or were actively pursuing 
certification, no definitive systematic training existed in the school to provide primary 
teachers with effective literacy instructional strategies.  The role of the reading specialists 
was to work primarily with students, not to coach and support teachers, and much of their 
time was focused on assisting students in grades 3-6.  As a result, kindergarten students 
who struggled in reading continued to struggle in first and second grade, and, all too 
often, upon entering third grade were referred for evaluation for both academic and 
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behavioral concerns that stemmed from their inability to keep up with their grade-level 
peers.  
The school continues to face the challenge of providing instructional intervention 
support that accomplishes the goal of increasing reading proficiency for high-need 
learners, despite the efforts to close the achievement gap in reading for these students.  
As the 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) results indicated, 
roughly only one-third of students in the United States read at proficiency levels 
necessary to succeed at grade-level expectations (NAEP, National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2007).  Unfortunately, this data signified that two-thirds of the nation’s 
students were not proficient in reading, with one-third scoring at the basic level and one-
third at the below basic level (NAEP, National Center for Education Statistics, 2007).  
Allington (2009) claims that effective interventions provided to high-need 
kindergarteners will have the positive outcome of bringing these students up to grade- 
level.  The students not able to master grade-level reading competencies by the end of 
kindergarten will require further intervention in first grade; however, if this intervention 
is not received, the educational institution will be “sealing their [the students’] fates as 
struggling readers” (Allington, 2009, p. 4).  Too few schools have intervention programs 
in place that serve the high-need population early in the primary years of education 
(Allington, 2009).  Compounding the problem is research that indicates that three-
quarters of primary teachers do not feel qualified or responsible to teach high-need 
students in order to address academic and behavioral issues that stem from reading 
difficulties (Scharlach, 2008).  Research supports literacy coaching models, which could 
provide effective professional development training to teachers with improved outcomes 
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in the classroom when the training is aligned with the following key components of 
professional development: (a) content focus; (b) active learning; (c) coherence; (d) 
duration; and (e) collective participation (Scott, Cortina, & Carlisle, 2012, p. 1), but 
understanding how to most effectively implement this model within elementary 
classrooms requires more research.   
 By studying the assessment results of the kindergarten students receiving 
instruction in an elementary reading program, and by analyzing kindergarten teachers’ 
professional training experiences as they deliver instruction to improve emergent literacy 
skills, school leaders could utilize the information to improve instructional practice 
through specific, systematic professional development and training to increase the 
reading proficiency of struggling kindergarteners and all students over time. 
 
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
 
 The research questions were designed to answer the quantitative and qualitative 
aspects of the study, and they were formulated based on both the researcher’s 
professional background and gaps identified in the initial literature review. The central 
research question posed by the research study was as follows:  What influences do the 
professional training experiences of kindergarten teachers in a rural suburban elementary 
school in southern Pennsylvania have on the DIBELS scores of high-need kindergarten 
students in each of the four classrooms at the school?   The directional research 
hypothesis predicted that high-need kindergarten students instructed by a classroom 
teacher with a reading certification would obtain statistically significant higher scores on 
the DIBELS literacy assessment when compared to high-need students instructed by a 
classroom teacher without a reading certification.  A second hypothesis was developed to 
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explore the statistically significant interaction between teacher certification and gender on 
student reading achievement. In addition, the study proposed to answer the following 
specific sub-questions in an effort to evaluate kindergarten teachers’ perceptions and their 
professional training experiences in relation to the instructional methods utilized in 
teaching reading: 
1. What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by teachers on the 
DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students?   
2. How do teachers describe their professional training experiences and their 
ability to instruct high-need students in reading?   
3. How do teachers’ background experiences affect their instructional practice? 
 
Conceptual Framework 
Researcher Stances and Experiential Base 
 As the building principal at the elementary school involved in the study, the 
researcher assumes the responsibility of ensuring that all students are demonstrating 
increased growth in reading and reaching proficiency levels in order to meet grade-level 
expectations.  The researcher has direct experience with struggling third-through-sixth 
grade students’ difficulties in reading within the present instructional and intervention 
program, being actively involved in the management of student behavior.  As a result, the 
researcher has advocated over the past three years for the implementation of a system to 
identify high-need students early in the first weeks of kindergarten and provide an intense 
systematic instructional approach that focuses on foundational literacy skills in order to 
alleviate the achievement gap that exists for these students as they progress through 
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school.  This focus sprang from a desire to enable these students to be successful in 
school from the onset, preventing them from falling behind their grade-level peers.   
 In addition, prior to the present study, increased pressure had been placed on the 
building principals within the district to justify the reading specialists positions at the 
elementary level due to the decrease in perceived reading proficiency as evidenced in the 
2011-2012 and 2012-2013 PSSA scores.  Increased supports and resources had been 
given to identified high-need readers in grades three through six, many who qualified for 
special education services, but this effort had not proven to be effective for helping this 
subgroup realize significant gains and reach the one-year growth proficiency target set by 
the state.   Although data analysis showed individual student growth over a three-year 
span, it had not closed the achievement gap for high-need students as they continued to 
function below grade level. This study allowed focused attention on the high-need 
population early in kindergarten, continuing through first and second grades to help close 
the reading gap.  It also provided support for the justification of intense instructional 
support and training for primary teachers as a means to increase the proficiency levels of 
all students over time, and establish a new role for the reading specialists as literacy 
coaches.   
 The mental models that helped conceptualize the study stemmed from the 
researcher’s twenty years of experience both as a classroom teacher and administrator 
working with elementary-age students in grades kindergarten through six.  Reflecting on 
experience as a fifth-grade teacher, the researcher understands the frustration many 
teachers feel as they attempt a series of instructional and remediation techniques to help 
struggling students navigate grade-level content when their instructional reading level is 
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below grade-level.  However, the goal remains the same for these students, demonstrating 
significant growth on the PSSA reading test.  As fifth-graders, the struggling students 
realize they are behind their peers, which affects their self-esteem and self-worth.  
Additionally, the frustration takes on multiple layers as the pressure is placed on not only 
students, but also the teachers to reach a virtually impossible proficiency level.  Thus, the 
researcher, currently a building administrator, has the dual responsibility of ensuring all 
students increase reading proficiency and teachers improve instructional effectiveness, 
regardless of the multitude of variables that may be affecting the students’ academic 
achievement, such as socioeconomic status, home life, and learning capabilities, that are 
beyond the administrator’s and teachers’ control.  Presently, the state of Pennsylvania 
mandates that each student show a significant level of growth in reading over a three-year 
period.  The question can be asked how this level of growth is possible for the high-need 
and struggling reader who begins his educational career already behind (Callaghan & 
Madelaine, 2012)? 
Theoretical Framework 
 
The theoretical framework of the study was shaped by the cognitive theory of the 
social constructivist, Lev Vygotsky, who claimed that social learning precedes 
development and explained that the culture gives the child the tools necessary for 
cognitive development (Gergen, 1985).  Vygotsky (1978) argued, "Learning is a 
necessary and universal aspect of the process of developing culturally organized, 
specifically human psychological function," (p. 90).  In presenting the theory that social 
development comes before learning, Vygotsky (1978) raised the significance of social 
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interaction in the development of cognition, which is indicative of the social 
community’s importance in the learning process (McLeod, 2007). 
Vygotsky (1978) also explained the importance of the student-tutor (teacher) 
interaction in the learning process.  Known as the principle of More Knowledgeable 
Other (MKO), the tutor, parent, or teacher models behavior and verbal instructions for the 
student, who then internalizes these instructions to help with future performance 
(McLeod, 2007).  A second principle within Vygotsky’s  (1978) theory, the Zone of 
Proximal Development (ZPD), intertwines and relates to the first (MKO) explaining the 
difference between what a child can learn independently and what a child can learn with 
the help of others who are more skilled (Vygotsky, 1978).  McLeod (2007) states, 
“Vygotsky…sees the Zone of Proximal Development as the area where the most sensitive 
instruction or guidance should be given- allowing the child to develop skills [he] will 
then use on [his] own - developing higher mental functions”, (p.1). 
Adults and older, more advanced children within the community of learners can 
be a significant factor in helping struggling students develop skills they could not master 
on their own (Crouch & Mazur, 2001).  In addition, the social community to which a 
child belongs, including the background knowledge, experiences, and types of social 
relationships that have been developed before a child enters school may influence him or 
her either positively or negatively, and as a result, affect the child’s ability to learn.  As 
such, it becomes the educators’ responsibility to level the playing field for these students 
from the outset.  This study was designed based on that premise. 
Piaget also posited a cognitive development theory that shaped this study’s 
conceptual framework.  He defined intelligence as a biological process that is constantly 
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reshaped by the environment.  A child develops from infancy to adulthood through four 
stages:  sensorimotor, pre-operations, concrete operations, and formal operations; thus, it 
becomes the educators’ role to support a child’s experimentation and authentic 
interaction with real objects, peers, and adults in the environment in order for him to 
progress through the stages at his own pace (Gredler, 2009).  As more is learned about 
neuroscience and brain research and their relationship to cognitive development, the 
researcher adheres to the belief that educators will begin to assimilate this information to 
provide classroom instruction that accounts for the various ways in which students learn 
and advance through developmental stages.  Although this discipline is relatively new, 
personal assumptions are continuously being adjusted to accommodate new information 
in this field. 
The researcher supports a pragmatic approach to the study in order to examine the 
practical implications that may affect the outcomes of student reading achievement.  The 
researcher advocates for the necessity of elementary teachers to seek ongoing 
professional training opportunities to increase their efficacy in reading instruction.  All 
teachers must first be teachers of reading as students’ ability to comprehend, analyze, and 
synthesize what is read affects proficiency across all curricular areas and predicts future 
success in life. Thus, the researcher is a proponent of providing instructional support to 
teachers by creating a team environment in which they are learning the critical 
components of reading instruction from certified reading specialists who are in the 
classroom with them, coaching, observing, monitoring, and providing feedback with the 
goal of improving instruction.  The support would be continuous and consistent, 
differentiated for each teacher based on her mastery level until she teacher felt confident 
  14 
 
 
in her abilities to provide effective reading instruction to all students, including those 
identified as high-need.  Operating within the framework of a team approach, teachers 
become part of the decision-making process in relation to change; thus, instilling 
increased levels of ownership and accountability. This professional training model would 
lend itself to the development of a professional community of learners whose primary 
goal is to improve learning for students. 
As a result of the educational experiences and mental models that provide the 
theoretical framework undergirding the study, the researcher approached the research 
project as a mixed-methods design, using both quantitative and qualitative data to address 
the necessity of providing opportunities for all students to acquire foundational literacy 
skills required for continued success as proficient readers and improve the quality of 
literacy instruction delivered by teachers in the classroom setting (Creswell, 2012).  A 
mixed-methods approach aligns with the pragmatic view of determining viable solutions 
to the problem of closing the reading achievement gap for struggling young learners. 
Conceptual Framework of the Three Research Steams 
 
 The formulation of ideas that emerged from the literature review generated three 
research streams related to effective instructional practices and intervention supports that 
should be included in a primary reading program designed to increase young learners’ 
acquisition of emergent literacy skills.  The following research streams are included: 
1. Instruction and Intervention for Students 
2. Professional Training Experiences of Teachers 
3. Differentiation of Reading Instruction 
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The overarching conceptual framework of the study was to contemplate the 
influences of the professional training experiences that shaped teachers’ instructional 
practices and the potential effect on the reading achievement of young readers entering 
kindergarten. To this end, the first research stream focused on the kindergarten through 
early first-grade instructional intervention supports determined to be effective in 
optimizing a learning environment that increases literacy skill attainment for high-need 
readers after their initial identification as such.  The research established specific 
emergent literacy skill areas critical for implementation at the onset of early reading 
instruction in order to provide the most effective supports to help in an effort to close the 
reading achievement gap upon students’ entry into formal education (Allington, 2011; 
Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012; Chatterji, 2006; Savage, 2006; Tumner, 2008; Goodwin, 
2012; Griffiths & Stuart, 2011; Honig, Diamond, & Gutlohn, 2008).   
The second stream investigated the establishment of professional communities 
associated with a literacy-coaching model, which provides support to teachers through a 
team approach with the reading specialists.  The professional collaboration helps teachers 
differentiate students with varying levels of literacy-skill deficits and determine the most 
effective instructional support. (Allington, 2005, 2009; Pianta, Belsky, Houts, & 
Morrison, 2007; Shanklin, 2007; Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, & Stover, 2011; Pressley, 
Wharton, McDonal, Allington, Block, Morrow, & Tracey, 2001; Biancarosa, Bryk, & 
Dexter, 2010).  Teachers’ ability to become better diagnosticians and strong literacy 
instructors is directly related to the professional training, coaching, and ongoing support 
they receive as they work with the high-need population (Vernon-Feagans, Kainz, 
Amendum, Ginsberg, Wood, & Bock 2012; Coyne, Little, Rawlinson, Simmons, Kwok, 
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Minjin, & Civetelli, 2013; Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010; Scott, Cortina, & Carlisle, 2012; 
Moats, 2009).  Exploration of the perceived effectiveness of teachers’ professional 
training was relevant to the study since teachers’ acceptance of a team approach with a 
literacy coach varies and may affect the structure and delivery of future professional 
development training sessions. 
The third stream consisted of exploring the instructional conditions necessary to 
create an engaging and motivating learning environment that leads to increased 
proficiency in literacy skills.  Experts argue for an integrated approach to teaching that 
differentiates for individual students’ developmental learning styles (Adomat, 2012; 
Dion, Roux, Landry, Fuchs, Wehby, & Dupéré, 2011; Stevens, Chard, Currin, Parisi, & 
Newville, 2013; Rose, 2012).  Integration of technology within reading instruction at the 
primary level yields promising results, and although research is limited on this topic, 
further investigation is warranted due to students’ high interest level in technology.  
Additionally, self-esteem and behavior issues can surface for some students who struggle 
with reading deficiencies, thereby lending support to the importance of early screening 
procedures and accurately diagnosing the cause of the reading deficiencies to decrease 
negative effects on high-need students who have difficulty monitoring their behavior or 
learning through traditional instructional methods  (Algozzine, Wang, White, Cooke, 
Marr, Algozzine, and Duran, 2012; Getting & Swainey, 2012). 
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Conceptual Framework
 
 
     Figure 1.  Conceptual Framework with three research streams 
 
 
Definition of Terms 
 
 For the purposes of this research study, the following terms are defined to provide 
additional clarity: 
Achievement Gap. The difference in academic performance between different 
ethnic groups (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). 
High-Need Students.  Students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need  
of special assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, who attend 
 
high-minority schools (as defined in this notice), which are far below grade level, which  
 
have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not  
 
graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who have  
 
been incarcerated, who have disabilities, or who are English language learners.  (U.S.  
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Department of Education, 2009). 
 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). Assessment 
instrument designed to measure the development of pre-reading and early reading skills 
that reflect the essential literacy domains conducive to the development of phonological 
awareness, alphabetic understanding, automaticity, and fluency (Good & Kaminski, 
2002).   
Emergent Literacy Skills. Coined by Marie Clay to describe how young children 
interact with books while reading and writing before actually reading and writing in the 
conventional sense (Gaffney & Askew, 2012). 
Instructional Intervention. A strategy used to teach a new skill, build fluency in 
skills, or encourage a child to apply existing skills to new situations or settings (Noll, 
2013). 
Phonemic Awareness (PA). Ability to hear and manipulate individual speech 
sounds in spoken language and reorganize them to form other words (Stebbins et al., 
2012). 
Phonics. Ability to apply sound-symbol correspondence to the decoding of 
written text (Cooper & Kiger, 2003). 
Phonological Awareness. Ability to recognize that words are made up of a variety 
of sound units (Stebbins et al., 2012). 
Reading Specialists/Literacy Coaches. Professionals whose goal is to improve 
reading achievement in their assigned school or district positions working with individual 
students and/or teachers (Scott, Cortina, & Carlisle, 2012). 
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Social Constructivist Theory. Defined as a perspective which believes that a great  
 
deal of human life exists as it does due to social and interpersonal influences (Gergen,  
 
1985). 
 
Teacher Efficacy. Defined as the teacher’s confidence in the ability to promote 
student learning (Goodard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). 
 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
 
  
Assumptions 
 
Several assumptions undergirded the research in this study, all of which stemmed 
from the researcher’s professional experiences, beliefs, and values.  The researcher 
believes that high-need readers will show growth in reading achievement when identified 
early and provided with consistent, focused reading instructional strategies and 
interventions delivered by trained professionals at the onset of students’ entry into formal 
education.  It was also assumed that a research-based reading instructional intervention 
program with a strong emphasis on foundational literacy skills would help compensate 
for an individual’s home environment and deficits in reading that could be attributed to a 
lack of family support or lower socioeconomic background.  The lack of reading growth 
for the high-need reader in grades three through six, as measured by the PSSA tests, was 
assumed to be attributed to the lack of a systematic identification and intervention 
approach in the primary years, which produced a gap in achievement for these students 
when compared to their on-grade-level peers.  The researcher believes the data supported 
the need for a defined identification system and tiered reading instruction focused on 
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intervention support for the acquisition of emergent literacy skills among struggling 
kindergarten students.  The type of home environment, level of parental involvement in 
oral-language skill development, and the amount of literacy skill instruction received 
upon entry into kindergarten affects students’ acquisition of emergent literacy capabilities 
and future success in reading achievement.  For students entering school behind their 
peers, the most critical issue is the type of reading instruction delivered to students 
identified as having reading deficits and the level of instructional support provided for 
specific reading disabilities.  Trained professionals should deliver reading instruction and 
regularly monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of intervention supports to determine the 
level of student growth. 
Additionally, the researcher is a former elementary teacher with a background in 
reading and has been involved in the instruction of all content subjects.  The researcher 
previously served as the district elementary subject content facilitator and a curriculum 
writer.  Currently, the researcher is an elementary principal who adheres to a pragmatic 
approach in order to examine the practical implications that are affecting student reading 
achievement outcomes. The researcher assumed that elementary teachers would seek 
ongoing professional training opportunities to increase efficacy in reading instruction, as 
they believe they are first and foremost teachers of reading and understand that their 
students’ ability to comprehend, analyze, and synthesize material affects proficiency 
across all content subjects and predicts future success.  
As an instructional leader, the researcher values an innovative and risk-taking 
team approach to instructional change.  In order to affect a positive and sustainable 
change in instructional practice, teachers must be afforded the opportunity to implement 
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new and innovative teaching practices without fear of reprisal.  It was assumed that 
operating within the framework of a team approach, teachers would become part of the 
decision-making process in relation to change; thus, instilling increased levels of 
ownership and accountability.  When given the opportunity to work alongside a colleague 
trained in reading, regular education teachers would welcome professional advice, 
constructive feedback, and ongoing coaching support to improve their literacy skill 
instruction in the classroom in order to increase high-need and struggling learners’ 
reading proficiency levels.   
The researcher believes a mixed-methods study was the best approach for this 
research project.  The collection of both quantitative and qualitative data would inform 
both the school and district of the reading instructional practices and professional 
development training deemed most conducive to increasing kindergarten students’ 
reading proficiency.  A mixed-methods approach aligned well with the pragmatic view of 
determining viable solutions to the problem of closing the reading achievement gap for 
struggling young learners.  In addition, it was assumed that a mixed-methods design with 
both quantitative and qualitative components would provide objective reading 
achievement data in the form of standardized DIBELS scores as well as the perspectives 
of the teachers involved in reading instruction in order to gain insight into the 
professional training necessary to improve their instructional efficacy to increase high-
need students’ reading achievement. 
 
Limitations 
 
 One limitation of this study was the lack of time to evaluate and measure the 
sustainability of the prescribed interventions as the participants in the study advance 
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beyond the kindergarten level.  Quantitative data was analyzed and used to make 
instructional decisions for continued improvement in instructional practice and 
intervention support for the high-need readers as they advanced to first grade, but the 
results of the data were not available for the purposes of this study.   
A second limitation was the small sample size of both students and teachers 
participants as the study’s design called for it to be conducted in one elementary building 
within one grade level, kindergarten.  In addition, only one kindergarten teacher out of 
the four participants had a certification in reading.  However, the reading certification 
sample was reflective of the population in each of the other two elementary buildings 
located in the district of the research site.  One of the other buildings also had a 
kindergarten teacher with a reading certification out of four teachers, and the third 
building had one certified literacy/media specialist kindergarten teacher out of three 
teachers.  Though this challenge is recognized, it could still limit the researcher’s ability 
to generalize the results to a larger population.   
A third limitation could be a confounding variable identified in the study.  The 
researcher acknowledged that the classroom teachers’ years of experience could affect 
the study’s results.  The fourth limitation may have been the biases some teachers held 
concerning the effectiveness of the reading instruction training and development they had 
received, and their attitudes toward working with a literacy coach.  The peer-coaching 
model had been attempted at the research site in the recent past with mixed results, and 
those who had a negative experience earlier may have allowed those feelings and beliefs 
to influence their instructional practice and responses for the purposes of this study.  This 
limitation could also have affected the ability to generalize the findings.  A fifth and final 
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limitation acknowledged that more sophisticated data analysis would be advisable in the 
future to understand more fully the interaction between and among multiple variables that 
could influence the study’s outcomes. 
 
Delimitations 
 
 The delimitations of the study were focused solely on kindergarten students in one 
elementary building and their academic growth in reading, as indicated by the DIBELS 
literacy assessment scores when placed in classrooms taught by both teachers with and 
without a reading certification.  The study focused on this population of students and not 
students in other grade levels in an attempt to understand how best to support high-need 
students upon entry into school and avoid reading achievement gaps in subsequent years.  
The perspectives of individual kindergarten teachers in one elementary building were 
investigated as part of phenomenological research to determine the influence of 
professional training on their instructional practice and its possible relation to student 
reading achievement.  The study did not consider the viewpoints of first-grade, second-
grade, or intermediate teachers, or administrators, as they did not have direct experience 
with kindergarten students’ instruction or assessment.  
 
Summary 
 
 Schools continue to be challenged by state legislators to ensure that all students, 
regardless of the variables that may affect their ability to learn, are proficient in reading.  
The bar has been raised even higher, and pressure has increased as schools across the 
country implement the Common Core Standards, which call for more rigor and 
proficiency in the use of critical-thinking skills so that students may problem-solve more 
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effectively.  The playing field is not equal for all students, however.  Research studies 
have addressed the effect of background knowledge, preschool experience, type of home 
environment, and level of parental involvement on kindergarten students’ ability to 
acquire the emergent literacy skills necessary for sustained reading growth.  The research 
also provides evidence for early identification and the need for a systematic approach to 
instructional practice and intervention support.  However, not clearly defining how this 
systematic approach transfers to the researcher’s setting in a defined professional 
development and training framework calls for additional research to be conducted.  The 
purpose of this study was to examine the high-need kindergarten students’ reading 
achievement when instructed by a kindergarten teacher with a reading certification as 
opposed to students instructed by kindergarten teachers without a reading certification.  
The study also sought to understand the influences of teachers’ perceptions and 
professional training experiences on instructional practice in order to improve efficacy in 
teaching literacy skills to help close the achievement gap for young learners entering 
formal education. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
 
Introduction of the Problem 
 
 For some high-need students entering kindergarten, the playing field is not level 
and the reading achievement gap continues to widen in subsequent years of schooling.  
Children from lower socio-economic backgrounds and minorities enter kindergarten 
already lagging behind their peers, and the research indicates that this gap extends to the 
preschool level as well (Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012).  The consensus of researchers in 
the field is that early instructional intervention supports afford the most effective means 
of closing the achievement gap for disadvantaged students who enter school and are 
required to meet the same standards as their on-grade-level peers by third grade on the 
state Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) (Goodwin, 2012; Moats, 2009).  
However, waiting until third grade to implement instructional intervention supports to 
increase reading proficiency is ineffective.  If the intervention process does not happen in 
kindergarten, these same students will likely become the fourth graders reading below the 
basic level (Allington, 2009).   
 Most struggling readers require intense instruction in emergent literacy skills and 
disadvantaged students often lack the literacy foundations exhibited by children from 
homes with more educated parents.  In terms of language development, Moats’ (2009) 
research examined students from lower socioeconomic statuses and found that children in 
the study sample who had deficits in vocabulary during their primary years were less able 
to rise to the academic rigor required in expository writing at the intermediate grade 
levels (Moats, 2009).  According to Moats (2009), “the multiple components of good 
instruction….imply a rather large menu of concepts, facts, and practices that teachers 
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must know in order to reach students with diverse needs” (p. 384).  Thus, quality reading 
instruction consists of a complex set of components that demand competence in the 
implementation of an early literacy program that supports teachers’ ability to identify 
struggling students early, diagnose areas of weakness, and develop effective interventions 
to increase high-need learners’ reading proficiency.  With increased accountability placed 
on districts to improve student proficiency in reading while simultaneously closing the 
achievement gap for identified high-need learners, interest has increased in research 
related to the most effective instructional practices to implement in the early years of a 
child’s education.  Researchers are also interested in the professional training most 
conducive for improving instructional practice, as well as the influence teachers’ 
perceptions have on instructional practice that ultimately affects student achievement. 
 
Literature Framework  
 The theoretical basis of this study is the primary teachers’ effectiveness in reading 
instruction and their ability to identify and diagnose the diverse needs of students early in 
order to improve the high-need student’s chances of becoming a proficient reader, thus 
reducing the achievement gap.  It is necessary for teachers to understand the underlying 
reasons for students’ reading deficits, as some are genetically predisposed toward 
weaknesses in phonological processing skills, while others may have demonstrated 
difficulties in fluency or comprehension skills (Moats, 2009).  In-depth knowledge of a 
developmentally appropriate reading program, well-designed instructional materials, and 
teachers’ instructional practices during reading instruction are all relevant concerns for 
research.  Teacher effectiveness is a function of the teacher’s ability to adapt to students’ 
needs and provide specific instructional supports to increase achievement.  According to 
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Moats (2009), “Teachers who can identify student abilities and needs and who then can 
tailor their instruction to those needs have a better chance of success with a range of 
student abilities” (p. 383).  
Most researchers would agree that teachers make a profound difference in the 
classroom, but there is a lack of consensus in the current research as to which facets of 
teachers and teaching matter the most.  Are teachers’ professional background 
experiences and training or their instructional practice and attitudes more influential on 
student achievement (Parlardy & Rumberger, 2008)?  In order to determine if teachers 
were highly effective, the 2002 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act relied on the teachers’ 
background characteristics, such as professional education, achievement and intelligence 
test scores, credentials, and experience.  Although these characteristics can help prescreen 
candidates for teaching positions, there is little scientific evidence to support that 
possessing specific background characteristics yield increased student achievement 
(Parlardy & Rumberger, 2008).  Other studies argue that teacher instructional practices 
and attitudes are more important than background characteristics.  Less attention has been 
given to this topic in the literature due to the difficulty of measuring these attributes; 
however, studies that have sought to measure teaching practices have found they have a 
significant effect on student learning (Parlardy & Rumberger, 2008, 112). 
Differentiation of instruction is a challenge for teachers in general, but it remains 
a critical component in reading instruction to determine which strategy or intervention 
works best for each student, as no child is alike.  Children bring to the classroom their 
own unique styles of learning, and the proficient teacher has the expertise to create a 
variety of teaching methods and assessments to develop and nurture the multiple 
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techniques students may utilize to approach the learning objectives in reading.  
Developing the capacity for effective differentiation in reading within the primary 
classroom requires content knowledge in emergent literacy-skill instruction and the 
ability to provide instruction through a variety of instructional methods that tap into the 
different learning modalities.  At the same time, teachers must simultaneously engage and 
motivate all learners within the classroom and address behavioral concerns that may 
affect learning.  
With the limited research on how professional training in this area transfers to the 
classroom, this study sought to examine these topics in the context of professional 
development and the design most conducive training to improving teacher efficacy in 
reading instruction, while also examining the influence of the kindergarten teachers’ 
perceptions on their instructional practice.  Furthermore, the differences in kindergarten 
students’ reading achievement, as measured by the DIBELS assessment instrument were 
examined, specifically focusing on instruction delivered by the classroom teacher with a 
reading certification compared to instruction delivered by classroom teachers without a 
reading certification. 
 
                      
 
 
 
 
 
  29 
 
 
 
                      
 
 
   Figure 2.  Literature Review of the Three Streams of Research 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stream #1 
 Instruction and 
Intervention 
Stream #2 
Professional Training 
Experiences of Teachers—More 
research needed 
Stream #3  
Differentiation of Reading 
Instruction—More research 
and teacher training needed 
 
Early Intervention in 
Kindergarten—need for 
strong instructional PA 
program; 5 components 
(phonemic awareness, 
phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, text 
comprehension) 
 
Early identification of 
high-need and struggling 
students 
 
Right Intervention that 
matches reading deficit 
area 
 
RTI Tier 2 and Tier 3 
interventions started early 
 
Inclusive Model 
 
Allington, 2011; Callaghan 
& Madelaine, 2012; 
Chatterji, 2006; Coyne, 
Little, Rawlinson, 
Simmons, Kwok, Minjin, & 
Civetelli, 2013 Gaffney & 
Askew, 2012; Goodwin, 
2012; Griffiths & Stuart, 
2011; Honig, Diamond, & 
Gutlohn, 2008; Savage, 
2006;Tunmer, 2008 
 
Professional Learning Collaboration 
 
 
Literacy- Coaching Model/professional 
development training for kindergarten 
teachers—analyze their feelings and 
beliefs as to effectiveness to increase 
reading proficiency 
 
Teacher characteristics versus teacher 
background experiences and attitudes 
 
Allington, 2005, 2009; Vernon-
Feagans, Kainz, Amendum, Ginsberg, 
Wood, & Bock 2012; Elish-Piper & 
L’Allier, 2010; Scott, Cortina, & 
Carlisle, 2012; Pianta, Belsky, Houts, 
& Morrison, 2007; Montanari, 2013; 
DuFours, DuFours, Eaker, & Karhanek 
, 2004; Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, & 
Stover, 2011; Shanklin, 2007; Brenner 
& Hiebert, 2010; Pressley, Wharton, 
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Literature Review 
The review of the literature explores instructional practices conducive to 
increasing students’ attainment of emergent literacy skills through three streams of 
research.  The following streams of research are addressed here: 
1. Instruction and Intervention  
2. Professional Training Experiences of Teachers 
3. Differentiation of Reading Instruction 
 The stream of research focused on instruction and intervention has ramifications 
nationally.  Different parts of the English-speaking world emphasize the importance of 
establishing best practices in reading instruction.  However, the research indicates that 
despite efforts to initiate high-quality instruction for all learners, students at varying 
levels of development continue to fall behind.  High-need students’ lack of growth in 
reading has raised concerns within the U.S. Department of Education (2011), and this 
concern has led educators across the country to consider what instructional practices and 
interventions are most appropriate and when.  To this end, this research study examines 
the importance of implementing appropriate kindergarten-level instructional practices and 
intervention supports that will yield the highest degree of student success in achieving 
sustained academic growth in reading and proficiency in emergent literacy skills.  
 The second stream of research focuses on the advantage of providing high-quality 
reading instruction as the beginning of the kindergarten year by expertly trained teachers. 
With a well-trained staff of teachers, schools may be able to identify students at risk of 
becoming struggling readers early in kindergarten and begin the appropriate 
interventions.  Identifying defined professional development and implementing 
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professional communities that incorporate training and collaboration among teachers in 
an effort to elicit greater proficiency in reading instruction will have the long-term effect 
of increasing high-need students’ reading ability and decrease the achievement gap.  
Additionally, exploration of research identifying teachers’ background experiences and 
the influence of perceived effectiveness on their instructional practice may influence the 
structure of the professional development training offered to improve teacher efficacy.  
 The third stream of research relates to the relevance of providing an integrated 
approach to teaching, differentiating for the unique learning style of each child.  
Engaging and motivating instructional practices enable students to attend for sustained 
periods of time and focus attention on the complex tasks associated with learning to read.  
When these engaging lessons are delivered in multiple formats that appeal to learner’s 
diverse needs, increased performance levels may be expected, which provides greater 
opportunity for high-need learners to become successful readers.  Additionally, including 
instructional practices that help students with behavior issues learn self-monitoring and 
self-regulation techniques will reduce the negative effect these issues have on learning. 
 When combined, the three streams of research presented here provide the 
structure for this study.  The streams frame the positive influences associated with 
implementing an early reading program comprised of specific instructional and 
intervention supports coupled with prescribed professional training for teachers in order 
to increase the attainment of emergent literacy skills for students entering kindergarten. 
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Stream 1:  Instruction and Intervention 
 
Early Identification  
 According to Callaghan and Madelaine (2012), it is of critical importance to 
determine the early interventions needed in literacy instruction at the preschool and 
primary levels and implement the types of interventions that are most effective for 
beginning readers.  The researchers believe identifying the skills that directly affect high-
need students’ attainment of emergent literacy skills early at the preschool level will 
provide them with the best start upon entering formal education in kindergarten 
(Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012).  Early identification at the preschool level would be 
beneficial in assisting kindergarten teachers as they work with high-need students; 
however, in many districts, preschool programs are not well aligned with public 
education kindergarten curricula.  A related factor that affects future reading proficiency 
is the issue that 75% of students eligible to attend preschool programs do not do so due to 
accessibility and/or cost concerns (United States Census Bureau, 2010).  These 
challenges necessitate the need for school districts to incorporate an early identification 
system to determine students at risk for reading difficulties soon after their entry into a 
school’s kindergarten program. 
According to Tunmer (2008) reading intervention can be separated into two 
distinct instructional approaches, prevention and remediation programs.  Prevention 
programs focus on high-need children who typically come from lower-socioeconomic 
backgrounds entering school with limited reading experiences.  Remediation programs 
are geared toward students who are not making adequate progress in learning how to 
read.  Identifying the category into which a young learner fits into differentiates the type 
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of reading intervention strategy to implement.  In order to correctly categorize students, 
Tunmer (2008) contends that educators must be able to recognize the nature of a 
student’s reading difficulty.  He identifies two issues to consider for addressing reading 
deficits: first, understanding that reading can be separated into two components, decoding 
(word recognition) and oral language comprehension; and second, understanding that 
both of these components are necessary for reading proficiency (Tunmer, 2008).   
In addition, Tunmer (2008) defines three subtypes of reading difficulties.  The 
first is dyslexia, which manifests in deficiencies in phonemic awareness and phonological 
decoding, each necessary for the initial development of word reading skills.  The second 
subtype, mixed reading disability, makes up the majority of poor readers.  Children 
identified as such experience a wider range of reading impairments in vocabulary, syntax, 
and morphology, as well as phonological processing deficits.  Due to the lack of adequate 
development of oral language comprehension skills, reading comprehension is impeded 
for these students as they progress through school.  This lack of oral language 
development explains why early prevention programs for young high-need learners that 
focus on phonemic awareness and decoding skills initially yield positive results on a 
word-reading level, yet fail to maintain adequate progress in reading comprehension in 
the later grades (Tunmer, 2008).  The third subtype involves those students with limited 
vocabulary and fluency levels.  Students exhibiting deficits in this subtype have the most 
difficulty in remedial intervention groups in later years; thus, early identification is 
critical.  Tunmer (2008) cites the research findings of Torgesen (2005), which suggests 
the following: 
The intractability of closing the gap in fluency in older poor readers is most likely 
attributable to the problems these children face in making up for the huge deficits 
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in reading practice they have accumulated as a consequence of failing to learn to 
read the first 3 to 4 years of school, an example of negative (poor-get-poorer) 
Matthew effect in reading (cited in Tunmer, 2008, p. 301).   
 
The earlier the identification and implementation of the specific intervention, the 
better the chances of getting students back on track in reading, assuring their success in 
the future (Goodwin, 2012).  Using assessment instruments to identify struggling students 
early in order to provide explicit instruction in crucial literacy skills has been supported 
by the research as a critical component to raising reading performance.  The main 
challenge that arises is distinguishing the most effective interventions after these students 
are identified to avoid failure in reading and decrease the achievement gap, which 
according to the results of a longitudinal study conducted by Chatterji (2006) that 
sampled a large population (2,296) of kindergarten-aged students, continues to widen.  
Chatterji’s (2006) research “demonstrated that the gap in reading between students from 
lower socio-economic backgrounds and their more affluent peers increased from the 
beginning of kindergarten to the end of kindergarten by about half a standard deviation 
(SD) and increased again by the end of first grade (to -0.608 SD units)” (cited in 
Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012, p. 13).  Thus, the early identification of students 
potentially at risk of developing reading difficulties is critical.  So, too, is the teachers’ 
ability to identify the nature of students’ emergent literacy skill deficits in order to 
determine the most effective instructional intervention support to implement. 
Instructional Intervention Support  
The goal of effective reading instructional intervention support is to level the 
playing field for those students who begin their educational careers already 
disadvantaged compared to their peers and help them view reading as a pleasurable 
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experience.  Experts such as Marie Clay recognize that coming to see reading as 
enjoyable is also conducive to students’ continued academic success.  Through her work 
with Reading Recovery, Clay shifted the thinking about what is possible with lower-
achieving students.  As reported by Gaffney and Askew (2012), “A major contribution of 
Marie Clay’s has been to change the conversation about what is possible for individual 
learners when the teaching permits different routes to be taken to desired outcomes” (p. 
3).  
Following Clay’s theory that all students can learn to read well, the research 
supports instruction for struggling readers that is delivered through a systematic, focused 
reading approach in the early years of literacy education.  Callaghan and Madelaine 
(2012) cite phonological awareness (PA) as one early predictor of later decoding, 
spelling, and reading comprehension skills.  They define PA as the “oral manipulation of 
larger units of sound involved in rhyming tasks, counting syllables, segmenting and 
blending onset and rime (e.g. /cl/ and /ock/together make the word ‘clock’)…right down 
to the level of individual phoneme, which is the smallest discrete unit of sound within a 
speech stream (e.g. the sounds /c/ /a/ /t/ make the word ‘cat’)” (Callaghan & Madelaine, 
2012, p. 14).   
The most effective model for the delivery of PA instruction begins in preschool 
and continues through kindergarten.  At the preschool level, short daily periods of PA 
instruction provided three to four times a week embedded within a play-centered 
curriculum are of the greatest benefit, especially for high-need students who need more 
practice.   In kindergarten, intense PA lessons ideally would be delivered to small groups 
of students over a short period as opposed to spacing practice over longer periods.  
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Phonological awareness instruction in and of itself; however, will not improve reading 
achievement.  As Callaghan and Madelaine (2012) suggest, a strong PA program that is 
delivered at a developmentally appropriate level in addition to good oral-language skill 
instruction is needed in order for students to understand what they are reading.   
Callaghan and Madelaine (2012) also acknowledge that “there is still much 
research to be done in the area of early childhood literacy [but]…there is good 
information about what preschool settings can do to facilitate literacy development in the 
school years” (p. 21).  They suggest it may be advantageous for school districts to reach 
out to neighboring preschool facilities serving the district and discuss the possibility of 
working together to promote a program that encourages PA practices to strengthen all 
students’ literacy skills.  Creating a partnership with local preschools may be a proactive 
step that helps lessen the gap between struggling readers and their more able peers upon 
entry into kindergarten.  However, as indicated previously, not all preschool programs are 
focused on consistent and specific literacy skill development, nor are all students enrolled 
in preschool programs.  Kindergarten programs within school districts must be ready to 
implement intense intervention support after high-need students have been identified in 
order to begin focused and intense emergent literacy skill instruction coupled with 
multiple opportunities to assist high-need students in building vocabulary and practice in 
oral-language skills (Callaghan and Madelaine (2012).  
 Further research provides evidence supporting the benefit of explicit training in 
PA skills for high-need and struggling readers (Griffiths and Stuart, 2011).   However, 
researchers Ehri, Nunes, Stahl, and Willows (2001) indicate that educators should 
proceed with caution when developing a PA instructional program.  They contend that 
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PA instruction is most effective if no more than one or two PA skills are taught at a time, 
with an emphasis on blending sounds in words and phoneme segmentation (as cited in 
Griffiths & Stuart, 2011, p. 99).  Furthermore, the PA training is maximized if combined 
with letter-recognition instruction and application of PA skills to reading and writing 
tasks.  High-need students will require more instruction than their on-grade-level peers 
will; thus, when planning PA instruction within a primary classroom, “consideration 
should be given to the conceptual and cognitive level of the students” (Griffiths and 
Stuart, 2011, p. 99).  Children of all ability levels can be taught PA skills when age-
appropriate PA tasks are used.   The implications indicate a need for a well-trained 
teaching and support staff, not only to effectively deliver PA instruction with fidelity 
(reliable reproduction), but also to differentiate the appropriate level of intervention 
required for identified students. 
 Tunmer (2008) suggests the need for explicitness and balance within reading 
intervention programs, again relating to the educator’s ability to identify and define the 
areas of need for the high-need and struggling learners.  High-need students with deficits 
in word-identification skills are less able to understand letter-sound patterns, which 
indicate the need for more explicit instruction in alphabetic decoding.  Tunmer (2008) 
contends this explicit instruction should be delivered initially using a structured, 
systematic approach that includes teaching patterns of words isolated from the use of 
context clues in reading text.  He examined one research study involving twenty-four 6-to 
7-year old struggling readers that investigated whether “explicit instruction in phonemic 
awareness and phonemically based decoding skills would be an effective strategy [for 
children with early reading difficulties] than standard whole language classroom literacy 
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programs” (Tunmer, 2008, pp. 304-305).  The results of the study showed that students 
receiving small-group remedial reading instruction over a 24-week period that consisted 
of scripted lessons in phonemic awareness and alphabetic decoding skills, along with 
book-reading activities that required application in decoding text, outperformed the 
students in an assigned control group.  Two-year follow-up data indicated that these 
students’ gains were maintained.  As students become more proficient in word-
identification skills, they should be taught when and how to apply this skill when reading 
for meaning.  Application of the skill is accomplished through a balanced approach of 
modeling, demonstration, direct teaching, and guided practice (Tunmer, 2008).  Tunmer 
(2008) contends that early identification systems, such as an effective Response to 
Instruction Intervention (RtII) model, should be in place to identify those students in 
kindergarten and first grade who are in need of specific interventions.   
 Goodwin (2012) supports Callaghan, Madelaine’s (2012) and Tunmer’s (2008) 
views stating, “many students enter kindergarten already behind in [the] crucial 
precursors to reading…[citing research that has] documented large gaps, for example, 
between incoming kindergarteners’ ability to recognize letters or identify beginning 
sounds of words, as well as gaps in the number of words they encountered verbally and in 
print” (p. 2).   
In Goodwin’s (2012) meta-analysis of 20 studies, the students’ ability to identify 
letters and associate letter sounds was predictive of their future reading success.  Another 
meta-analysis of 52 studies found convincing evidence that students’ reading abilities in 
their later years improved due to explicit instruction in phonemic awareness (Goodwin, 
2012, p. 3).  Similarly to Callaghan and Madelaine (2012), Goodwin (2012) believes that 
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phonemic awareness instruction alone is not enough to improve students’ literacy skills.   
However, he also advocates that all students’ knowledge of letters and phonemes should 
be tested mid-year in kindergarten to identify those students who are not making 
adequate progress.  Students who are found to be falling behind should receive intense 
instruction within a small-group or one-on-one setting to improve decoding skills.  In 
addition to supporting strong, systematic phonemic awareness instruction, Goodwin 
(2012) supports Tumner’s (2008) belief that schools can benefit from implementing a 
system to identify students early to prevent those with high needs from falling behind.   
We have at our fingertips not only the telltale early markers of students who are 
falling behind in reading, but also the interventions that can, with a reasonable 
level of effort, help nearly all students avoid the downward spiral of reading 
failure and instead experience the exciting journey toward reading success 
(Goodwin, 2012, p. 3).  
 
Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtII) 
Research indicates the importance of providing intervention support for high-need 
students utilizing the Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtII) model.  Tunmer 
(2008) provides a description of each of the three tiers of the RtII model as it relates to 
literacy instruction in the early years of education.  The first tier addresses all students’ 
individual needs, especially those having trouble with literacy.  The second tier involves 
more explicit and consistent instruction, usually provided in a small group for students 
who have not made progress in the first tier and are identified as high-need for reading 
difficulties.  Students who are not making sufficient progress in tier two are placed in an 
intensive tier three group, which consists of daily, one-on-one tutoring.  Research 
indicates that providing additional intense reading instructional support in the smallest 
group setting possible increases the likelihood students will improve in reading 
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proficiency (Linan-Thompson & Hickman-Davis, 2002; Otaiba, Schatschneider, & 
Silverman, 2005).  In addition, progress monitoring is ongoing for each student to 
determine whether a student no longer needs support, should continue support, or should 
be referred for a higher level of support.  Tunmer (2008) contends, “An important aim of 
the RtII model is to increase the accuracy of selecting [students] who are truly in need of 
secondary intervention” (p. 311).  Adding to the discussion of the RtII model as an 
effective intervention to improve reading achievement, Noll (2013) proposes seven areas 
in which schools can go wrong when implementing an RtII intervention program, which 
could result in the program’s ineffectiveness or abandonment.  Realizing the 
ineffectiveness of implementing an inefficient RtII program can prevent schools from 
making costly errors for both students and budgets.  According to Noll (2013), the 
following seven methods that can kill an RtII program are: 
1. Mandating a core reading program [alone] to attempt to improve reading 
instruction 
2. Ignoring high-quality Tier 1 instruction (as indicated in the findings of 
Coyne, Little, Rawlinson, Simmons, Kwok, Minjun, & Civetelli, 2013) 
3. Failing to provide professional development 
4. Searching for quick fixes 
5. Believing commercial intervention programs are superior to highly 
trained, knowledgeable educators (Coyne et al., 2013) 
6. Failing to include assessments that measure the effects of instruction and 
intervention on reading of connected text rather than word list 
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7. Failing to provide teachers with the support they need to analyze 
assessment data  
Noll (2013) argues that while the initial goal of the RtII initiative was 
implementation of RtII, it must now be changed to the effective implementation of RtII.  
“RtII is not an initiative that can simply be planned out on a drafting table and 
implemented in a short time by merely checking off a list of tasks.  Instead, RtII requires 
a great deal of information gathering, critical thinking, networking, training, 
uncomfortable conversation, time, and, most important, learning from the past” (Noll, 
2013, p.56).  If RtII is to be effective within the school setting, the staff must be 
committed to its implementation, but as indicated in Coyne et al.’s  (2013) findings, it is 
not a substitute for the quality instruction that should be taking place daily in the 
classroom. 
Summary Instruction and Intervention 
 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores specify that 
approximately one-third of U.S. students read at or above the proficient level signifying 
that two-thirds read at the basic and below-basic levels (Rampey, Dion, & Donahue, 
2009).  This data indicates that the reading performance of far too many students across 
the country is not proficient enough to ensure that adequate progress is being made 
during the school years in order to yield post-graduation success.   In order to increase the 
young learners’ acquisition of emergent literacy skills before it is too late and prevent the 
achievement gap from widening, an effective system for early identification of high-need 
students coupled with a focused instructional intervention support program must be 
established in the first days of entry into kindergarten.  Scanlon and Vellutino (1997) 
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suggest that schools need only to assess students on letter-name knowledge in 
kindergarten to identify those students who will become struggling readers.  Pearson and 
Hiebert (2010) find that students who do not recognize the letter names of the alphabet 
will make up approximately one-third of the students entering kindergarten; thus, these 
are the students who should begin the intervention process immediately.  Too few schools 
are providing expert instructional intervention support to high-need kindergarteners and 
first-grade students (Allington, 2009), and this lack of intervention support contributes to 
students’ inability to navigate complex texts in the intermediate grades.  Thus, this 
research study will examine the importance of implementing effective early screening 
assessments and implicit reading instructional intervention supports in order to help 
students attain the literacy skills necessary for success in later life. 
 
Stream 2:  Professional Training Experiences of Teachers 
  
Coaching Professional Development and Instructional Practices 
Research indicates that in order for effective instructional intervention reading 
supports to be implemented for identified high-need learners, teachers must be able to 
assess the nature of the students’ reading difficulty and plan prescribed intervention 
support that is monitored for effectiveness on a consistent and ongoing basis.  Vernon-
Feagans, Kainz, Amendum, Ginsberg, Wood, and Bock (2012) examine the value of 
implementing a literacy-coaching model in order to help teachers instruct students 
identified as high-need for reading difficulties to determine if teachers could be taught 
instructional reading strategies to improve high-need learners’ reading capabilities.  The 
literacy-coaching model was examined for effectiveness as an instructional tool focused 
on instruction geared toward improving two word-level deficits identified among readers 
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who struggle in the early years of formal education: phonological/phonemic awareness 
and rapid naming fluency.   
   Specifically, Vernon-Feagans, et al., (2012) examined the Targeted Reading 
Intervention (TRI) program to determine if it was an effective classroom teacher 
instructional intervention strategy.  TRI employs a literacy-coaching model to improve 
teacher efficacy in reading instruction for struggling readers identified in kindergarten 
and first grade.  TRI is a Tier 2 intervention aligned with the RtII model and focuses on 
individualizing instruction in word-identification strategies in decoding and fluency 
within words and text with the intent to improve early reading skills.  Teachers were 
trained in the proficient use of the TRI while trainers monitored the fidelity of their 
implementation.  The training intervention consisted of bi-weekly coaching sessions with 
a literacy coach in the regular education classroom as teachers worked with readers in a 
one-to-one setting for 15 minutes per session (Vernon-Feagans, et al., 2012).    
   Participants in the TRI program study included five Title I schools in the rural 
southeastern United States in which more than 65% of the student population was eligible 
for free or reduced lunch.  The method used to identify the study participants was a 
clustered randomized control trial where pair matching was done initially before 
randomization based on school size, percentage of free and reduced lunch, percentage of 
minorities, and involvement with the Reading First (RF) program.  Each of the schools 
was randomly assigned to the control or experimental group; the control group consisted 
of classrooms in which teachers were not partnered with a literacy coach, and the 
experimental group consisted of classrooms in which teachers were paired with a literacy 
coach.  Eighteen kindergarten and 16 first-grade teachers (all female) were selected for 
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the study, with one-third of them being minorities.  Teachers had an average of 15 years 
of experience with eight teachers holding master’s degrees.  
   Thirty-four classrooms and 276 students were part of the study, with 142 girls and 
134 boys selected; 132 of the students were in kindergarten and 144 were first-graders.  
Students were administered two word-identification subtests in the fall and spring.  They 
were also given phonemic awareness and fluency tests in the fall.  The Letter-Word 
Identification (LWI) subtest from the Woodcock Johnson III, Diagnostic Reading Battery 
was used to measure early letter and word-reading skills and two subtests from the 
Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing were used to measure phonemic 
awareness and fluency.  The students assigned to the experimental group made more 
gains in letter-word identification than the control group.  Thus, the results of the study 
concluded that teachers could be taught to provide effective help to struggling readers 
over the course of one school year if a literacy coach provided training.  Classroom 
teachers needed only four to nine weeks to work with each child to produce the same 
results as a skilled professional who would work with the child for longer periods of time 
pulling the child from the regular education classroom.  However, the results also 
indicated that students from lower-income families or those with PA deficits may need 
more intensive supplemental services, as they did not respond to interventions with as 
much success as students without these limiting factors (Vernon-Feagans, et al., 2012).   
  Acknowledging the gains reported from the results of the study, there were also 
limitations that should be considered when contemplating the value of TRI program 
implementation to enhance teacher efficacy in reading instruction.  The research findings 
address the limitations of the study in that the sample size was small, fidelity of the 
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implementation of the TRI model was only moderate, and although the experimental 
group realized some levels of improved reading achievement, the students assigned to 
this group could not catch up to their grade-level peers.  Thus, the study confirms other 
research suggesting the importance of early identification of students and implementing 
explicit and focused interventions in kindergarten in order to give students a chance at 
reading at grade-level.   
As Vernon-Feagans et al., (2012) claim in their research findings, supplemental 
interventions might be necessary to significantly improve the reading achievement of the 
most deficient, struggling readers.  To support supplemental programs and the influences 
teacher instructional practice may have on students’ reading achievement, Coyne, et al. 
(2013) report findings from a study that explored the effectiveness of one such 
supplemental program, Early Reading Intervention (ERI).  ERI is designed to keep high-
need students from developing reading deficiencies.  The purpose of Coyne et al.’s 
(2013) study was to conduct a replication evaluation of the program across varied 
geographical locations to determine whether it improved the reading achievement of 
kindergarten students who learned reading through different instructional practices.   
The study involved six school districts in Connecticut and Texas that used various 
instructional contexts in the teaching of reading.  The majority of the schools did not 
provide regular supplemental support at the kindergarten level; thus, introducing the ERI 
program as an instructional method was a shift in instructional practice for the teachers.  
In addition, reading instruction in these schools consisted mostly of commercially 
published programs and loosely structured guided-reading strategies.   
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Results from these schools were compared to an ERI intervention program that was in 
place in a Florida school district that did use a consistent core-reading program, in which 
students received 90 minutes of reading instruction daily.  The supplementary ERI 
curriculum provided 126 daily lessons that were delivered in 30-minute sessions.  
Teachers had received professional training in the use of the of the ERI curriculum within 
the instructional reading program.  For this study’s purposes, the ERI intervention 
curriculum was compared to another intervention program also used within the district.  
The results were obtained for four identified conditions:   
• Group 1:  Students in the initial study ‘s ERI intervention compared to students 
who received a comparison intervention in the initial study 
• Group 2:  Students in the replication ERI intervention compared to students in a 
replication comparison intervention 
• Group 3:  Students who received the ERI intervention in the replication study to 
students in the initial ERI intervention study   
• Group 4:  Students in the initial comparison study to those in the replication 
comparison intervention (Coyne, et al., 2013). 
   Findings indicated that due to the variances in specialized differentiated 
instruction given to groups within different school districts, supplemental ERI 
interventions produced varying levels of success (Coyne, et al., 2013).  Thus, conclusive 
data as to the effectiveness of the supplemental ERI intervention program could not be 
determined by the study, which indicates the need for further research that would help 
delineate which instructional context is most conducive to utilizing the ERI intervention 
successfully for struggling kindergarteners.   
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The conclusions found that the initial study did not replicate a year later in 
another geographic location, which utilized a different instructional context (Coyne, et 
al., 2013). Thus, the study supports the idea that the type and manner of instructional 
delivery affects the effective implementation of an intervention program.  In spite of the 
comparable professional training each participant received in the intervention program, 
teachers’ unique characteristics and experiences with classroom instructional practice 
affects the intervention program’s success.  Without a context of which instructional 
practices lead to the highest degree of effective intervention implementation, teachers’ 
perceptions and interpretations of how and what should be taught within an intervention 
program will continue to influence the success and replication of intervention models 
(Coyne, et al., 2013).    
 Furthermore, it can be argued that the entire study examined by Coyne, et al., 
(2013), points to the significance of daily reading instruction, which appears to have 
more influence on student achievement than the isolated use of supplemental 
intervention. As evidenced by the research, if the instructional practice is not consistent, 
focused, and sustained, no amount of intervention, no matter how effective the program, 
will yield improved reading achievement for struggling young readers (Coyne, et al., 
2013).  The results from the Florida school district imply that intervention programs 
alone are not the answer for improving high-need and struggling young readers’ 
performance.  Of more critical importance are the instructional practices being utilized by 
educational practitioners to deliver the supplemental interventions to high-need students. 
Research also indicates that teacher instructional practice is an important 
component in high-need students’ reading achievement and that defined professional 
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development is necessary to raise teachers’ efficacy in identifying and targeting specific 
reading deficits in order to implement prescribed interventions.   Lending support for a 
defined professional development approach to increase teacher efficacy in reading 
instruction, Allington (2011) argues that every student could be reading on-grade-level by 
the end of first grade, but too little is being done in the schools to ensure on-grade level 
interventions are a reality for all learners, especially those that are high-need.  He asks the 
question, “Why are so few schools doing what they need to do to help their [high-need] 
readers”(Allington, 2011, p. 1)?  Allington (2011) claims most kindergarten reading 
programs have no explicit plan to provide the type of instruction needed for high-need 
learners or to train kindergarten teachers in the delivery of high-quality instruction, which 
has created an increasing number of students who will become struggling readers.  He 
targets the schools’ focus on the use of core-reading programs as one of the issues 
preventing students from receiving the explicit literacy-skill instruction they need to 
become successful readers.  Allington (2009) presents three reasons core-reading 
programs fail to increase reading proficiency: 
1. They require little actual reading—Brenner and Hiebert (2010) research 
examined six core-reading programs and found that only 15 minutes a day out 
of a 90-minute block was spent on actual reading.  The other 75 minutes was 
spent on skill lessons or the completion of workbook pages. 
2. They do not promote high-success reading—“High-success reading” refers to 
independent reading with 98% accuracy or better and 90% comprehension.  
Allington (2009) advocates using reading material that is on the student’s 
instructional level in order to increase reading achievement.  He contends that 
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by not putting high-success texts in students’ hands throughout the day, 
schools are “not only ignoring the research but also creating and perpetuating 
large numbers of struggling readers” (Allington, 2009, p. 3). 
3. They do not offer self-selected reading—Core-reading programs do not 
provide students with the opportunity to read what they want.  Students are 
either reading the same stories, or teachers are selecting material for guided 
practice (Allington, 2009, p.3). 
Allington (2009) points out that one-third of kindergarten students enter school 
not knowing the names of the letters.  These are the students Allington (2009) believes 
will become the one-third reading below grade-level by fourth grade.  In order to ensure 
that high-quality reading instruction for these students begins in kindergarten, Allington 
(2009) advocates for instruction to be delivered by experts in the field such as reading 
specialists or classroom teachers who have received intense professional development in 
teaching reading to young learners.  According to Allington (2009), with a well-trained 
staff of teachers, schools could identify students identified at risk of becoming struggling 
readers on the second day of kindergarten and begin the appropriate interventions.  
Evidence for the success of this type of training is found in the research of Pianta, Belsky, 
Houts, and Morrison (2007), which shows that professionally trained kindergarten 
teachers are able to help high-need students at the same rate as tutorial programs.  School 
districts that invest the time and resources to determine the types of instructional 
practices that result in increased reading proficiency and the professional training 
required to ensure teachers of reading are implementing best practices will produce 
positive results in the improvement of high-need students’ reading proficiency.  
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Literacy Coaching Model/Professional Learning Communities 
 Montanari (2013) describes research focused on a successful literacy-coaching 
model as one method to improve instructional practice within a professional learning 
community, which provides evidence of improved student reading achievement due to 
the utilization of literacy coaches.   Montanari (2013) examined the reading 
implementation plan inspired by DuFours, DuFours, Eaker, and Karhanek’s (2004) 
concept of professional learning communities in a Massachusetts suburban elementary 
school.  The school had been designated as a Title 1 building with 575 students in pre-
kindergarten through grade sixth.  Additionally, 12% of the student population was 
learning disabled.  The school adopted the following four-step process to improve 
reading proficiency: 
1. Identify area of greatest need—A review of student data revealed that literacy 
was the area of greatest need.  Data indicated that fewer than 50% of 
kindergarten through first-grade students read at state-designated benchmark 
levels.  Results for students in second through third grades were inconsistent 
in spite of various approaches the school had implemented. 
2. Develop a plan to provide students with educational experiences that would 
address their greatest need—Leaders committed to ensuring that all students 
met benchmark levels.  The school adopted the evidence-based reading and 
spelling program Wilson Fundations and implemented it within an RtII 
framework, which entailed identifying students as needing Tier 1, 2, and 3 
supports. 
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3. Organize the school to ensure effective implementation of the plan—The 
school addressed the need to teach the core curriculum with fidelity by 
establishing collaborative work teams with data coaches and professional 
development activities for teachers and reading specialists. 
4. Evaluate efforts—The school team collected data through assessments such 
as, DRA 2, DIBELS, classroom assessments, Wilson Fundation unit 
assessments, and progress-monitoring probes for students receiving 
intervention support.  Data coaches reviewed the data by grade level and 
facilitated monthly meetings to discuss the results.  (Montanari, 2013, pp. 1-2) 
Initially, the staff was resistant to the change in instruction and routine.  However, 
as teachers realized that what had been implemented in the past was clearly not working 
for their students, they were more willing to collaboratively adopt and implement the 
coaching idea and support this critical component of the instructional plan.  Data from the 
2011-2012 school year, the second year of full implementation for kindergarten through 
third grades, indicated that 50% of the students’ DIBELS assessment scores had been at 
or above the state benchmark at the beginning of kindergarten, whereas by the end of the 
year, 82% of the students met the benchmark.  First grade students showed more growth, 
beginning the year at 39% at or above the benchmark and ending at 83%.  Second grade 
students made adequate progress with 70% meeting benchmark levels at the end of the 
year (Montanari, 2013).   Montanari (2013) summarizes that the keys to success lie in a 
school’s ability to create a shared vision for student success, hire the right staff, create a 
collaborative working environment among the staff, devise a master schedule that 
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supports RtII, and improve reading instruction at tier 1while continually assessing 
instructional fidelity at all levels. 
Research conducted by Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) also lends support for the 
effectiveness of the literacy-coaching model through professional collaboration.  These 
researchers examined a study of the literacy-coaching model established in a school 
district that had received an RF grant.  Specifically, the purpose of the study was to 
investigate how the literacy coaches spent their time and explore the influences the time 
spent guiding and supporting classroom teachers had on students’ reading achievement. 
 Schools receiving RF grants as part of the NCLB initiative (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2001) are obligated to employ literacy coaches who are responsible for 
providing professional training to classroom teachers.  According to Elish-Piper and 
L’Allier (2010), the inherent design of the coaching model is to certify that classroom 
teachers are prepared to effectively administer researched-based instruction that would 
result in increased student reading achievement.  Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) assert; 
however, “no research exploring the relationship between literacy coaching and student 
reading achievement had been published prior to literacy coaching becoming a 
component of the Reading First model…[thus] this study was an initial attempt to explore 
the relationship between literacy coaching and reading achievement of primary students” 
(p.1).  Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) cite other reserachers’ work to provide evidence 
for the literacy-coaching model’s effectiveness.   Pressley, Wharton, McDonald, 
Allington, Block, Morrow and Tracey (2001) study found that first-grade students with 
the lowest reading abilities scored as well as the average students when taught by well-
trained teachers rather than less-skilled teachers.  Allington (2005) argues that it is 
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necessary to improve the quality of reading instruction in order to improve reading 
achievement, while Swartz (2005) claims that if the quality of instruction is advanced, it 
will reduce the number of students in need of remedial support or special education 
services in later years.   
 Elish-Piper and L’Allier’s  (2010) study focused on the following two research 
questions: 
1. In what activities do literacy coaches primarily engage and on what aspects of 
literacy instruction do they primarily focus? 
2. What is the relationship between literacy coaching and student reading 
achievement in grades K-1? (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010, p. 2) 
Participants in the RF school district consisted of three groups at the K-1 level 
including, 5 literacy coaches, 13 kindergarten teachers, 421 kindergarten students, 13 
first- grade teachers, and 278 first-grade students.  The kindergarten students attended 
half-day sessions.  The percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch in each of 
the three participating schools ranged from 60% to 90% while the percentage of English 
Language Learners (ELLs) ranged from 30% to 75% (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010).   
 The district used a balanced literacy approach within the Harcourt Trophies core 
reading series.  During the study, the district was in the beginning stages of implementing 
guided reading within a balanced literacy approach to instruction.  The five coaches had 
various levels of experience as coaches.  Two coaches were in their third year of 
coaching, one had just completed her second year, and two were in their first year.  One 
of the first-year coaches held a Reading Specialist Certificate and one second-year coach 
had a Reading Teacher Endorsement.  The other three coaches had extensive years of 
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professional experience; however, none held a Reading Specialist Certificate or a 
Reading Teacher Endorsement (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010).   
 Data for the study included fall and spring student test scores on the Illinois 
Snapshot of Early Literacy (ISEL) and weekly coaching logs.  The coaching logs were 
categorized by type of coaching activity (demonstration teaching, teacher observation, 
post-observation conferencing, and co-planning of lessons) and by content of activity 
(comprehension, phonics, shared reading) (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010, p. 2).  The 
coaching logs also documented other activities not related to instruction such as material 
ordering, inputting data into the assessment system, and attending mandatory RF 
meetings.  Findings from the K-1 level found that coaches spent their time in two clearly 
designated categories:  interaction with teachers and activities not involving teacher 
interactions.  No coaches were expected to provide direct student instruction (Elish-Piper 
& L’Allier, 2010). Coaches spent 22% of their time on three higher-level coaching 
activities that involved interacting with teachers, including modeling, observing, and 
conferencing.  Specifically, 2.97% was spent on modeling, 7.08% on observing, and 
11.95% on conferencing (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010).   
 Additionally, the school district adopted the National Reading Panel’s findings 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2001).  These findings designated five essential 
components of effective reading instruction, including, phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.  The coaching logs illustrated how much time 
was spent on each of these components.  A total of 7.22% of the coaches’ time was spent 
on these activities with 1.84% on phonemic awareness, 0.45% on phonics, 1.95% on 
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fluency, 1.73% on vocabulary, and 1.24% on comprehension (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 
2010).   
 Student achievement indicated that kindergarten and first-grade students made 
substantial gains on both the ISEL subtests and the ISEL test as a whole (Elish-Piper & 
L’Allier, 2010).  Closer inspection of the kindergarten scores revealed that 33.68% of the 
variance in total student gains on the ISEL could be attributed to classroom placement.  
According to Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010),  
Students placed in some classrooms made average gains that were substantially 
higher than the average gains made by students in other classrooms, and one-third 
of those differences in student scores was explained by teacher 
differences…teacher differences [which] may include…years of experience, 
certification, and classroom instructional methods (pp. 3-4).   
 
At the first grade level, 19.80% of total student gains were attributed to teacher 
differences.   
 Analysis of coaching effectiveness indicated that the students of teachers 
receiving support from one coach in particular showed the lowest average gain on the 
ISEL subtests.  This coach did not hold either a Reading Specialist Certificate or a 
Reading Teacher Endorsement.  Of the five coaches, she spent the least amount of time 
interacting with teachers (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010).  In contrast, the highest average 
gain on the subtests was indicated among the students of teachers who were supported by 
the coach with a Reading Teacher Endorsement, who was also enrolled in an M.S. in 
Education Reading program during the study.  She had the greatest number of 
interactions with the teachers (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010). 
 Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) note several limitations in the study.  First, the 
five participating coaches did not consistently complete the coaching logs.  The five 
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coaches documented their time differently, some only recording activities on which they 
spent large amounts of time.  The number of coaches was also a limiting factor in the 
study in terms of data analysis. As Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) note,  “a larger sample 
size may have yielded greater insights into the relationship between literacy coaching and 
reading achievement” (p.5).  To this end, the researchers claim that more research is 
indicated with a larger sample population.  They recommend that a similar study should 
be conducted over a consecutive period to determine if there is a relationship between 
time spent within a literacy-coaching model and student achievement. 
 Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) study provides useful implications; however, the 
significant gain in students’ in reading performance due to the teacher selection suggests 
the need for an on-going and systematic approach to professional development for 
teachers.  Second, due to the number of activities that can be included in the reading 
coaches’ daily routine, Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010) contend that “coaches may need 
to take a more intentional approach to their coaching in order to meet the needs of 
teachers and students with whom they work” (p. 5).  More specifically, this approach 
may involve combining data analysis of multiple student assessments with a process to 
identify teachers who need to improve reading instruction in specific areas of balanced 
literacy, as well as a plan for appropriate professional development directed toward the 
teachers’ instructional areas (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010).  
Teacher Perceptions/Role of the Literacy Coach 
 Teachers’ varied professional experiences and unique instructional delivery 
influence student achievement, but students’ progress is equally influenced by teachers’ 
and literacy coaches’ perceptions and attitudes toward professional training implemented 
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by school districts.  One study examines teachers’ perceptions of the literacy-coaching 
model through the RF program.  Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) investigated the RF 
coaching model in Michigan at its inception by exploring the structure of coach-teacher 
interactions, as well as teachers’ perceptions of the coaches’ efforts. The researchers 
observed that the Michigan model embraced the emerging consensus of the key 
professional development features, including content focus, active learning, coherence, 
duration, and collective participation.  As part of the study, coaches delivered the 
professional development to teachers and facilitated the transfer of professional 
development ideas into the classroom.   
 The study was comprised of 105 coaches, predominately white and female with 
master’s degrees.  The coaches had a wide range of classroom experience.  One coach 
had no experience in K-2 and five coaches had experience working in grades 4-12, but 
none had experience in the grades they coached (K-3).  On average, coaches had 16.3 
years of K-12 teaching experience with 10.8 of those years in grades K-3.  At the time of 
the study (2004-2005), 109 Michigan schools participated in the RF program.  The 1,199 
K-3 teachers were predominately female (91%) and white (70%).  Their average 
combined teaching experience was 15.12 years (Scott et al., 2012).   
 The following four data sources were used to collect information from the RF 
coaches and teachers:  (1) a coach questionnaire, which yielded coach demographic 
information and knowledge of the teaching of phonics, phonemic awareness, vocabulary, 
comprehension, as well as guided reading, literacy, literacy assessments, ELL, and the 
school’s comprehensive plan; (2) a knowledge survey, which was designed to elicit 
information as to coaches’ knowledge of early reading instruction; (3) a coach log that 
  58 
 
 
was designed to provide an account of RF coaches daily work; and (4) Teachers’ Quest, a 
research-based survey used three times a year to derive information concerning teachers’ 
instructional practices, teacher satisfaction with work, attitudes toward teaching, and 
experience with RF model implementation (Scott et al., 2012). 
 A summary of the results collected from coding and analyzing log data for over 
3,000 coach interactions found that teacher satisfaction with the reading coach did not 
significantly correlate with the coach’s educational and background training, except for 
number of years teaching first grade (Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle, 2012, p. 4).  However, 
the researchers found that teachers in RF schools appreciated embedded professional 
development efforts that were supported by both the coaches and administration.  In 
addition, teachers valued regular meeting times with the coaches if they were organized 
and run by coaches and designed specifically to gain more in-depth knowledge of reading 
practices through discussions of current research studies.  Teachers with limited RF 
knowledge also valued opportunities to receive more modeling of teaching practices from 
the coaches.  In addition, Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) found teachers demonstrated 
significantly higher satisfaction with the coach if these meetings occurred at least once 
per week. This data implies that coaches may need to be more sensitive to specific 
teachers’ professional development needs and encourage activities that support extending 
their knowledge base (Scott, Cortina, & Carlisle, 2012).   
Another finding from the study revealed that the vast majority of coaches felt 
competent in their knowledge of assessment; thus, they spent the largest percentage of 
their daily work focused on assessment.  Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) contend that 
if the study findings reveal other aspects of the coaches’ work as valuable, ensuring 
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competency in these areas will increase the chances that the coaches will focus their 
attention on them in their daily work.  Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) argue that: 
While school reform initiatives are now more keenly focused on improving 
teaching and teacher quality than ever before, the problem of how to improve 
teaching is one that remains vastly underexplored.  As evidence increases 
regarding the potential usefulness of coaches in instructional reform efforts, we 
must begin to understand how we can maximize their usefulness…They will not 
be able to maximize their role as change agents without deliberate attention to 
understanding how to structure their work of coaching so that teachers, and 
ultimately students, benefit from the potential of coaching as a tool for 
instructional reform (p. 6). 
 
 As literacy coaches become more actively involved in schools’ literacy teams, the 
coaches’ role in improving teacher practice and increasing professional knowledge in 
reading instruction also evolves.  Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, and Stover’s (2011) research 
explores literacy coaches’ role of literacy in teaching reading. Their study analyzes 20 
early childhood literacy coaches’ priorities and recommendations for enhancing their role 
as coaches.  The International Reading Association (IRA, 2006) states that literacy 
coaches should primarily work directly with classroom teachers to improve instruction.  
Additionally, Shanklin (2007) points out that literacy coaches should be non-evaluative, 
positioning themselves to be supportive of teachers rather than judgmental (Kissel, Mraz, 
Algozzine, & Stover, 2011).  When literacy coaches work with teachers and students, 
they bring professional development into the classroom instead of passively training and 
supporting teachers during in-service professional development sessions.  Kissel, Mraz, 
Algozzine, and Stover (2011) contend that, “the literacy specialist, now operating as a 
literacy coach, has shifted from teaching children to facilitating learning with adults” (p. 
290). 
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 In reviewing the literature, Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, and Stover (2011) developed 
four roles of the literacy coach: 
1. Content Experts—Early childhood literacy coaches can serve as valuable 
resources for teachers by helping to plan instruction, develop classroom 
routines, select materials, and implement literacy programs.  These resources 
are valuable to teachers as they often have difficulty finding time to collect 
instructional resources or relevant materials to improve instruction. 
2. Promoters of Reflective Instruction—Early literacy coaches can assist teachers 
by providing information about how to administer and analyze various types 
of assessments in order to modify instruction to meet individual student needs.  
The use of data as a tool to elicit coaching conversations fosters an attitude of 
reflection and paves the way for change. 
3. Professional Development Facilitators—Professional development grows 
from focused conversations with teachers about their strengths, areas in need 
of improvement, goals, and reflections.  These expand as the early literacy 
coach and classroom teacher form a partnership to discuss instruction, 
collaborating to increase the teachers’ knowledge base to drive instructional 
practice. 
4. Builders of a School-Wide Learning Community—Early childhood literacy 
coaches act as instructional leaders by utilizing their understanding of how to 
facilitate adult learning.  Effective coaches establish trusting relationships 
with teachers, administrators, and the community, and they have a team 
  61 
 
 
approach to meeting the school’s needs and goals. (Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, 
& Stover, 2011, pp.290-292). 
Although the participants in this four-year study consisted of 20 early childhood 
literacy coaches, the results have implications for literacy coaching in general, as it 
applies to other elementary grade levels as well.  According to Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, 
and Stover (2011) the study’s results indicated that coaches devoted most of their time 
and energy to three different roles: content expert, promoter of self-reflection, and 
professional development facilitator.  Coaches were expected to be experts in their field, 
discuss, review, and evaluate student data with teachers, and provide on-going training 
and support to improve instruction.  The lowest priority role for the coach was as a 
facilitator in the school-wide community. The reasons for this role were three-fold.  First, 
coaches noted that there was a lack of involvement and support from school 
administrators, with one coach commenting she felt as though her administrator viewed 
her as a visitor in the school.  Second, coaches believed school staff misunderstood their 
role in the classroom. Some administrators expected the coaches to evaluate teacher 
performance instead of providing on-site professional development.  This 
misunderstanding led to miscommunication and conflicts between the literacy coaches 
and administrators, as well as teachers’ reluctance to work with and receive feedback 
from the coaches.  Third, many of the coaches did not devote much time to working with 
teachers on family literacy issues, as they did not see this role as part of their 
responsibility (Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, & Stover, 2011).   
 Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, and Stover (2011) note that the low priority placed on 
the coach as a facilitator of the school-wide community was “the most enlightening 
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finding of the current study” (p. 301).  The majority of the coaches did not view outreach 
beyond the classroom as part of their job description; thus, few advocated for assisting 
teachers in the improvement of literacy instruction.  According to Kissel, Mraz, 
Algozzine, and Stover (2011) “in times of economic instability, this may be one 
explanation for why literacy coaches are all too often viewed as expendable when school 
budgets are developed.  And it may be a reason why literacy coaches are cut altogether” 
(p. 301). 
 A quasi-experimental study conducted by Biancarosa, Bryk, and Dexter (2010); 
however, provides more support for the positive effects of a literacy-coaching model.  
The four-year longitudinal study examined the school-wide Literacy Collaborative (LC) 
reform initiative.  This model focuses on one-on-one coaching of kindergarten through 
second-grade teachers in order to improve student reading achievement.  The LC 
initiative incorporates six core components of reading instruction:  interactive read-aloud, 
shared reading, guided reading, interactive writing, writing workshop, and word study 
(Biancarosa, et al., 2010, p. 10).   
 The study included participants from 17 schools across eight states in the eastern 
United States.  During each year of the study’s implementation phase, approximately 
1,150 students were initially assessed in grades K-2, with 61% of the student sample 
having complete data. Overall, the sample included 8,599 students across the four years.  
In addition, 287 teachers, not including literacy coaches were involved in the study to 
some degree over the four-year period.  Standardized assessments such as the Terra Nova 
Multiple Assessments of Reading, a group-administered, norm-referenced reading test, 
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and the DIBELS assessment instrument were used to measure the amount of growth in K-
2 students’ reading achievement levels (Biancarosa, et al., 2010).   
 Study results provide evidence that focused literacy coaching models may hold 
promise for increasing and sustaining student reading achievement over time.  Significant 
gains in student literacy learning were indicated in the first year of the LC 
implementation, and grew in subsequent years with no significant gaps in growth over the 
summer months.  On average, 16% of the students made large learning gains during the 
first year of implementation, 28% made learning gains in the second year, and 32% made 
large learning gains in the third year of implementation.  The first year of implementation 
involved training coaches; thus, no data was collected during that time (Biancarosa, et al., 
2010).   
 One of the justifications for gains in literacy learning over the four-year study 
period could be the increase in coaching expertise; however, Biancarosa, et al., (2010) 
state that this is difficult to measure quantitatively.  Even so, the results provide a 
rationale for the LC model’s positive effects on supporting teachers to improve practice. 
Nonetheless, the evidence for support is slim and may not be observable in other 
coaching models.  More research is needed in order to study the variations within and 
between coaching models (Biancarosa, et al., 2010, p. 31). 
 Teacher Background Characteristics Versus Teacher Instructional Practices  
 In an effort to effectively implement targeted instructional reading interventions, 
classroom teachers must possess content knowledge in the orthography of English, 
defined as the conventional spelling system of a language (Matthews, 2014), as well as 
the various ways it is represented in spoken language (Moats, 2009).  In addition, 
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teachers must be adept at managing the screening and progress monitoring measures used 
to evaluate students’ acquisition of emergent literacy skills, including phonemic 
awareness, phonic decoding, word recognition, and oral reading fluency (Moats, 2009, p. 
382).  Effective reading instruction implies that teachers have expertise in a wide range of 
concepts, factual knowledge, and instructional practices in order to meet the needs of a 
diverse population of learners, particularly students with reading difficulties (Moats, 
2009).  Thus, once teachers possess the knowledge required to implement an effective 
reading program for all students, they also need to understand how to transfer this 
knowledge into specific instructional interventions for identified high-need students.   
 What matters most in the teaching of reading?  Is it the teachers’ background 
characteristics, such as educational coursework, credentials, experience in the classroom, 
and scores on state teacher exams?  Or is it the practices teachers employ in delivering 
reading instruction?  Within the literature, scholars are situated on both sides of the 
debate.  Teachers’ individual characteristics are the aspect most widely studied within the 
literature; however, there is little scientific evidence to support such claims (Palardy and 
Rumberger, 2011).   While acknowledging other variables such as class composition and 
class size, the most current research suggests that the NCLB’s highly qualified teacher 
provisions are not sufficient to ensure that highly effective teachers are teaching primary 
students.  A teacher may be highly qualified but not highly effective in delivering 
instruction.  Providing all students with effective teachers entails going beyond screening 
teachers based on background qualifications (Palardy & Rumberger, 2011).  The 
literature suggests that to improve instructional practice, professional development 
training programs must be sustained and intent on improving instruction, while allowing 
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learning opportunities to be delivered within an interactive environment.  This 
professional development must be coupled with ongoing monitoring and feedback of the 
instructional practices observed in the classroom (Parlardy & Rumberger, p. 130).  
However, this review of the literature demonstrates that additional research is needed to 
explore teacher effectiveness more in-depth, including how to best assess and improve 
professional development training for teachers and ensure that best practices are being 
implemented within the learning environment to meet the students’ academic needs. 
 Summary Professional Collaboration/Training Experiences of Teachers 
 
 The quality of instruction is tantamount to improving high-need students’ reading 
proficiency in the early years of their education.  Quality instruction can be optimized 
through a professional development plan consisting of training and support provided 
within the classroom.  Teachers must also be monitored and coached by reading experts 
as they deliver reading instruction to all students, but especially to those identified as 
high-need.  Earmarking money, time, and resources to ensure that every teacher is highly 
qualified in reading instruction should be a priority if the goal is to improve students’ 
overall reading achievement.  If that is the case, then perhaps it would not be necessary to 
develop intense reading intervention programs for Tier 2 and Tier 3 students, or at least 
reduce the number of students assigned to these tiers. 
 
Stream 3:  Differentiation in Reading Instruction 
 
 Learning Styles 
 Research indicates that one reason for the lack of high quality elementary-level 
reading lessons is the one-size-fits-all mentality inherent to the design of core-reading 
programs.  Allington (2011) contends that the lackluster lessons in core programs that are 
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delivered to primary struggling readers are detrimental to improving reading 
achievement.  Connor (2009) argues in her study of RF classrooms that there is a 
tendency to depend solely on the core-reading curriculum, and Dewitz, Jones, and Leahy 
(2009) suggest that the way in which the reading programs are implemented in schools 
does not correlate with how researchers implemented the skills when they conducted 
studies to evaluate the programs’ effectiveness.  Classroom instruction often involves 
teaching a reading skill over the course of one to two weeks while researchers scheduled 
several weeks of a skill objective in order to promote growth in that skill (Allington, 
2011).  
In contrast to one-size-fits-all instruction, education experts argue for the need to 
provide an integrated approach to teaching, differentiating for each child’s unique 
learning styles.  Along with the integration of core content areas, more research is being 
conducted to investigate the impact of weaving the arts into every day instruction in order 
to increase reading achievement by motivating students who show strength in this area.  
Adomat (2012) examined the effect of drama (role-play) on young struggling readers’ 
ability to build their comprehension skills through reading various literature selections.  
Adomat’s (2012) primarily undertook this study because research has shown that in order 
for a child to use drama to act out a story, she must possess fundamental language and 
thinking skills to understand the important story elements of what is read.  Students must 
be able to interpret, make inferences, apply their own knowledge, and understand the 
story at a much deeper level in order to effectively recreate the story through drama.  
Second, there is a paucity of research in existence that provides evidence for drama’s 
effectiveness in supporting younger students’ comprehension skills.  Struggling readers 
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are given interventions that focus on weaknesses rather than strengths through practicing 
for basic skill mastery.  Adomat (2012) argues in this study that if kindergarten and first-
grade students have the opportunity to recreate a story’s events through drama, they will 
begin to discover new insights into the story elements and their relationships to each 
other.  This insight in turn will help them develop a deeper comprehension of what they 
are reading.   One important note is that this study redefines comprehension as more than 
simply understanding the plot, setting, characters, and theme.  Rather, it enables students 
to integrate art into their response to literature by allowing them to express themselves 
and create meaning through multiple modalities, such as movement, gestures, vocal 
inflections, and varied uses of language (Adomat, 2012).   
  Study subjects consisted of ten kindergarten children who participated in drama 
activities, which had been interwoven into the language arts activities at least once a 
week.  A reading specialist worked with the classroom teachers to design activities and 
then provided small-group support to the students, orienting them to the techniques of 
hot- seating (a technique in which a character is questioned by the audience about his 
background), role plays, and tableaux (an acting snapshot) to allow them to explore the 
stories at a much deeper level.  Data collection over a seven-month period included 
audiotapes, videotapes, field notes, and interviews with teachers, as well as student 
reflections about the activities.  The results provided evidence that the students showed 
significant growth as readers on year-end assessments, improving in both reading and 
writing, and 80% of them were subsequently dismissed from the reading support 
program. The students also seemed to enjoy literature much more and developed a deeper 
understanding of what was read (Adomat, 2012).     
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 Continuing with the theme of differentiated instruction, Rose (2012) reported 
findings from a study involving students in kindergarten through third grades in 
underperforming Chicago schools.   The study examined the effectiveness of Reading in 
Motion (RIM), an arts-based program used to teach core-reading skills such as phonemic 
awareness, systematic phonics, and oral-reading fluency.  Students were assigned to 
groups utilizing the RIM program and compared to a control group comprised of students 
who did not participate in the arts-based program.  Within the RIM program, students 
received constant feedback with corrective action in their small groups, which met daily 
for 40-60 minutes.  The RIM component used music and drama to teach reading to K-3 
grade students (Rose, 2012).   
 Rose’s (2012) study implemented a quasi-experimental design consisting of 57 
treatment students and 48 control students in four K-3 schools in Chicago.  The students 
were economically disadvantaged, and the school was located in a less-than stable area 
with few positive role models.  Both the treatment and control groups drew from two of 
the four schools.  The treatment group was selected based on familiarity with and support 
for the RIM program.  The control groups were selected based on how well they matched 
the treatment groups for population and income criteria.  Due to transitory nature of the 
students, not all who began the four-year study finished it.   
 DIBELS assessment scores were used to obtain all participating students’ 
proficiency levels.  The results indicated that students who had participated in the arts-
based reading program outperformed their peers who did not.  The effect increased over 
the four-year period.  In addition, evidence was documented that suggested that having 
four essential components of a reading program in place was the most effective 
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instructional practice to employ within classroom instruction.  These components include 
emphasizing phonemic awareness, phonics, and oral fluency in the reading curriculum; 
small group instruction; frequent corrective feedback; and art-based interactions.   
The study did have limitations, however.  One was the fact that in order to 
provide the optimal benefit from an arts-based program, teachers would need ample 
training.  In addition, those teachers involved in the study felt they would have liked to 
have more control over instruction within the control group.  Finally, the sample size was 
small toward the end of the study, as complete data was not captured for all participants.  
Despite the limitations; however, Rose (2012) argues strongly for the need for such 
programs within the regular reading instruction: 
 It is clear from these data that arts-based curricula hold great promise for 
engaging students in a way that can generate significant gains in academic 
achievement.  A well-built arts-based program consistently implemented during 
the first four years of a child’s education can succeed in teaching reading to many 
more of the students who have failed most consistently in the past by our 
educational system.  It is time to stop testing the separate parts of effective 
reading instruction and to start putting them together into programs that work (p. 
427). 
 
 Although limited research is available on this topic, integrating technology into 
reading instruction is another instructionally motivating intervention that could yield 
promising results.  Getting and Swainey (2012) detail a reading intervention project 
initiated in a Minnesota elementary school in which iPads were utilized as a method to 
increase reading achievement.  The project was conducted in two first-grade classrooms 
that housed the students with the greatest needs in reading.  Students were grouped based 
on RtII levels and interventions were conducted to improve sight-word recognition, 
fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary recognition.  AIMSweb and informal 
assessments were used to compare student data from 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, both of 
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which provided students with routine practice on iPad apps and websites. The moderate 
high-need students received Tier 2 and Title 1 support, while the most high-needs 
students in Tiers 2 and 3 received special education services.  The results indicated that 
all students demonstrated gains in reading with elevated scores on end-of-year 
assessments after routine iPad use.  IPads proved to be a highly motivating tool for 
students who had displayed behavioral and attention issues prior to the study, and it was 
useful as a data-collection tool because students graphed their own progress on 
vocabulary and comprehension quizzes.  The collected data revealed the following 
favorite apps and websites: 
• Sight Words—K-3 Sight Words, Smiley Sight Words, ABC Pocket Phonics 
• Fluency—Talking Tom, K-12 Timed Reading Practice, Voice Memos 
• Comprehension—Reading A-Z, Leveled readers in PDF format, comprehension 
tests 
• Vocabulary—Kid Whiteboard, Glow Draw, Doodle Neon Glow HD Free, Doodle 
Buddy for iPad 
• Literacy—Magnetic Alphabet, ABC Tracer, Clifford’s Be Big with Words, Word  
 
Families, and Word Magic (Getting & Swainey, 2012, pp. 25-26) 
The two first-grade teachers involved in the implementation planned and reflected by 
meeting at least twice a week.  Although they acknowledged areas of frustration that 
included technical difficulties, limited professional training, lack of apps available for 
comprehension, and the overall cost of the devices, the project’s results provided enough 
conclusive data to argue that this intervention was worthy of future time and resource 
commitments.  For one, the teachers recognized that technology is the instructional tool 
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of choice for most young learners, claiming that, “whenever a new student would join our 
group, most often during the iPad activities, our support was not necessary.  Students 
would instinctively help each other, creating a wonderfully collaborative environment” 
(Getting & Swainey, 2012, p. 27).  The teachers further stated, 
From start to finish, this project has convinced us that using iPads with [high-need] 
learners creates an environment that meshes nicely with the learning styles of our 
youngest digital natives. IPads truly make a difference in sight word recognition, 
fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary recognition and meaning (Getting & 
Swainey, 2012, p. 27). 
Neuroscience, Attention, and Self-Monitoring 
For some students who struggle with deficiencies in reading, attention issues can 
impede progress in reading achievement.  Stevens, Harn, Chard, Currin, Parisi, and 
Neville (2013) address attention and reading instruction by reporting the findings of 
event-related potentials (ERPs) used to examine brain activity that controls selective 
attention in kindergarten students identified as at risk for reading disabilities.  EPRs 
measure changes in the brain’s electrical activity as it responds to specific events such as 
sounds or images.  It is measured by using small electrodes attached to the scalp with the 
to determine whether effects of attention on neural processing are impaired in lower 
socio-economic populations and high-need children.  If that is the case, ERPs answer the 
question of whether these impairments can be remediated with intervention.   
Stevens et al.’s (2013) study included two groups of five-year-olds in the first 
semester of kindergarten.  One group of six children was on track for reading (OT) and 
the other group of eight children was identified as at risk for reading difficulties (AR), 
Both groups were screened using the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS), Letter Naming Fluency, and Initial Sound Fluency subtests.   The participants 
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in each group had to be native English speakers, right-handed, not diagnosed with 
ADHD, not on psychoactive medications, and displaying no neurological disorders.  Both 
groups were administered an ERP pre- and post-test (Stevens et al., 2013). 
The AR group received 45 minutes of intervention five days a week for eight 
weeks in a small group outside of the regular school day, which focused thirty minutes of 
each session specifically on the Early Reading Intervention (ERI) program referenced by 
the findings of Coyne, Little, Rawlinson, Simmons, Kwok, Minjun, & Civetelli, (2013).  
This program demanded focused attention on sounds and letters for short, sustained 
periods of time.  The final 15 minutes of each session was spent on non-literacy 
activities, such as working with puzzles and small group activities.  The ERI resulted in 
the AR group’s improvement in attention on neural processing, surpassing changes in the 
OT group, and thereby supporting the researchers’ hypothesis that selective attention can 
be improved for AR students through intervention.  The study’s limitations included the 
fact that it was the first study of its kind and included a small sample of students.  In 
order to provide more conclusive results, further studies are planned with larger groups of 
students.  Stevens et al. (2013) assert: 
The present data are suggestive of a relationship between the neural mechanisms 
of selective attention and both the profile and development of early reading 
skills…The goal of either discipline should not be simply to identify or document 
typical or atypical performance, but to understand why and how interventions 
work, and also why interventions that work for most children do not work for 
each child. (p. 83) 
 
 The study’s findings challenges educators to develop a working knowledge of the 
relationship between the brain’s functioning and learning in order to implement effective 
reading instruction in the early years of school before disadvantaged students fall too far 
behind.  Implications exist for primary teachers who find themselves in classrooms of 
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more than 20 students with various activities happening throughout the day, trying to 
teach reading to all students, including those who may have selective attention 
impairment and who enter school lacking early literacy skills.  If future studies support 
the effects of brain-based learning on instruction with high-need students, it may become 
clearer how the intervention reported in this study could be integrated within everyday 
reading instruction.  Understanding the implications of this study could also help 
educators begin to link the brain and its function with learning as an integral component 
of differentiated instructional practice, especially in the teaching of reading (Stevens et 
al., 2013). 
Students with reading deficiencies can also suffer from self-esteem issues that can 
manifest in the form of behavioral outbursts, acting out, and noncompliance with those in 
authority.  Algozzine, Wang, White, Cooke, Marr, Algozzine, and Duran (2012) examine 
this topic and the challenge associated with delivering effective instruction in a safe and 
well-organized environment to kindergarten through third grade high-need and struggling 
readers who become behavior problems in the classroom due to their academic 
difficulties.  The researchers examined the effect of implementing a Comprehensive 
Reading Model (CRM) and a school-wide positive behavior support plan (SWPBS).  
Both were offered within an RtII framework utilizing the three-tiered system to address 
academic and behavior needs.  Algozzine et al. (2012) were interested in answering the 
following questions: 
1. To what extent did early literacy skills improve? 
2. To what extent did school climate improve? 
3. To what extent did problem behaviors improve? 
4. To what extend did end-of-the-grade achievement improve?  (p. 47) 
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Student outcomes were measured by evaluating five activities researchers 
recognize “as critical features of effective problem solving and data-based decision 
making” (Algozzine et al., 2012, p. 47).  The five activities are described as follows: 
• Screening to identify students in need of Tier 2 and Tier 3 level support 
• Scheduling and supporting interventions provided by personnel 
• Documenting implementation fidelity and outcomes at least once a month 
• Monitoring progress of all students—Tier 1, 2, and 3 
• Adjusting interventions based on analysis of short and long-term academic and 
behavior performance (Algozzine et al., 2012, p. 47). 
 
In addition to high-quality interventions, continuing professional development was 
instituted to support the implementation of the two initiatives.  
 The study’s results indicated that “significant improvement was evident in 
phoneme segmentation and nonsense word fluency in reading and significant decreases 
were documented in office discipline referrals across treatment and comparison schools” 
(Algozzine et al., 2012, p. 45).  Findings also showed that the number of discipline 
referrals decreased as a result of students’ improved success with literacy skills.  Two 
suggestions were provided to aid schools in maintaining a culture of academic and 
behavioral growth.  First, schools must ensure that high quality instruction is supplied in 
each area for all students, and second, teachers must deliver instruction with fidelity 
while continually monitoring progress toward measureable goals (Algozzine et al., 2012).   
Research indicates there is evidence to suggest that some research-based reading 
instructional practices are ineffective for students with attention concerns.  This issue is 
compounded when the inattentive students in question are also low-income.  Thus, it 
becomes critically important to find effective interventions that will increase students’ 
attention in class and increase their reading achievement.  The research of Dion, Roux, 
Landry, Fuchs, Wehby, and Dupéré (2010) provides evidence of such an intervention.  
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When used consistently, the self-monitoring technique met with significant success 
within a classroom setting.  Dion et al. (2010) describe this intervention as such:  “During 
seatwork, a tape recorded signal was presented at random intervals.  Upon hearing the 
signal, students recorded whether they were concentrating on their work and resumed 
working.  Attention rose 76%” (Dion, et al., p.70).  As students continued to use this 
intervention, they were able to answer a greater number of comprehension questions, 
which helped to increase their reading proficiency.  Thus, teaching inattentive students to 
self-monitor their behavior during classroom activities proved to have a positive effect on 
increasing reading achievement.  The key may be to assist students in their ability to 
internalize self-monitoring so it becomes a natural part of the learning process.  
Effectively training teachers to use this technique and to determine which students could 
benefit from it requires professional training and ongoing support, but it also holds 
promise as a technique to increase the capacity of students with attention issues to learn 
within the classroom. 
Along with the need to address attention issues that can impede some students’ 
reading achievement, teachers can also utilize strategies that assist students in the 
capacity to self-regulate.  Willingham (2011) defines self-regulation as a person’s ability 
to ignore distractions and concentrate on another activity in order to control an automatic 
response to those distractions.  The subject of self-regulation has garnered a significant 
amount of attention among cognitive scientists over the past five years. Current research 
suggests that teachers can help students self-regulate by providing an organized 
classroom environment that is free from distracting elements that are conducive to the 
type of reactive behavior that steers a student’s attention away from learning.  Research 
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also shows that preschool and primary students possessing the ability to self-regulate 
their behavior are more likely to attain higher proficiency levels in reading and math in 
kindergarten than students without the ability to self-regulate (Willingham, 2011, p. 23).  
According to Willingham (2011), self-regulation is more predictive of student 
achievement over intelligence.  
Acknowledging that a well-organized classroom, free from distractions and 
pandemonium helps students self-regulate is important as part of the structure of the 
learning environment.  Equally valuable is the teacher’s warmth toward students learning 
how to self-regulate and the measure of predictability of the classroom routines.  
Research indicates that students with limited self-regulation skills benefit from 
interacting with a sensitive teacher who is caring and positive, as opposed to a teacher 
that is over-controlling and demanding (Willingham, 2011) and that a teacher’s actions 
can affect the ability to improve students’ self-regulation skills (Willingham, 2011).  In 
addition, students lacking the ability to self-regulate react more positively when 
distractions are removed from the classroom, thus eliminating the trigger (Willingham, 
2011).  Students with poor self-regulation skills are learning the skill from their teachers 
within the school setting that others learned at home from their parents (Willingham, 
2011, p. 25).  
Summary Differentiation of Reading Instruction and Synthesis of the Three Streams 
 
Students entering formal education without family structures in place to help them 
attain emergent literacy skills often lack the ability to self-monitor and self-regulate their 
behavior as a result of the lack of involvement of the parents or the absence of effective 
role models.  School districts intent on improving the students’ reading proficiency and 
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closing the achievement gap for high-need learners should also recognize that today’s 
teachers must be able to identify students accurately according to specific reading deficit 
skill areas, and provide instructional interventions that focus both on emergent literacy 
skill practice and helping students adequately monitor behaviors that may affect their 
ability to learn.  In order to establish a learning environment conducive to consistent and 
sustained reading achievement, professional development designed to increase teacher 
efficacy in reading instruction and develop a deeper level of understanding for the needs 
of the high-need struggling reader ‘s needs must be implemented with fidelity.  This 
professional development must also be routinely monitored and evaluated for 
effectiveness to ensure high-need kindergarten students are identified early and given 
focused, targeted, and prescribed instructional intervention support to improve their 
opportunities to become successful readers. 
 
Summary 
Research investigating the reasons for students’ lack of reading achievement has 
shown that students experience slow reading progress when they enter kindergarten 
without the critical prerequisites for reading.  Researchers have examined the gaps 
between incoming kindergarteners and their ability to recognize and identify letters and 
beginning sounds of words, as well as the number of words they have encountered both 
verbally and in written form.  These gaps contribute to what has been called the Matthew 
effect named after the gospel of Matthew in which the “rich get richer and the poor get 
poorer” (Goodwin, 2012).  In contrast, kindergartners who have been exposed to 
experiences rich in alphabetic and phonemic awareness make greater progress in the 
developmental stages of reading, and in turn, view reading as enjoyable.   These 
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opportunities were afforded to them before they reached school-age and set the stage for 
their continued academic success.   
For identified high-need students, early reading deficiencies often lead to 
problems that affect all areas of learning in the later elementary grades.  Within the 
intermediate grade levels, it becomes more of a challenge to provide interventions that 
help students make progress while also maintaining their interest in reading and learning 
in general.  Struggling readers begin to internalize their lack of reading ability and 
establish habits that lead to learned helplessness.  The best interventions for older 
students help them acquire basic reading skills such as decoding phonemes and 
comprehending individual words, but they do not assist them in bringing their fluency or 
comprehension up to grade-level.  To add to the significance of the problem, the research 
supports the belief that if high-need students are not provided with specific and effective 
interventions by the end of first grade, they will not be able to catch up to their peers by 
the end of elementary school (Allington, 2011).   
 One-sized-fits-all interventions do not work for high-need students who 
demonstrate significant reading difficulties.  Using instructional intervention strategies 
without understanding their effectiveness may account for the number of students who do 
not make progress and continue to need structured Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions year 
after year.  The importance of diagnosing the specific reading problems early and 
determining which interventions best fit students’ needs will yield more positive results 
for these students.  Therein lies the focus of the present study on examining the 
influences of professional training and instructional practices on high-need kindergarten 
students’ reading achievement and suggesting the implementation of interventions that 
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consist of systematic, innovative, reading instruction focused on phonemic awareness, 
oral fluency, and comprehension skills delivered by teachers who have received effective 
professional development training and support.  Coupled with this focus are explicit 
practice periods provided to students in skill-deficit areas that are delivered daily and 
consistently within small group sessions facilitated by teachers trained in reading 
instruction.  
To summarize, Savage (2006) raises the question of whether or not educators are 
ready to deliver early reading experiences of “sufficient intensity and structure as the 
mainstream experience of all children…as all children must be seen as active learners, 
exposed to and capable of working among their peers, to respond to highly structured 
approaches that give them quickly and effectively the basic tools [which is their] 
democratic right of literacy” (p. 359).   
Children have not chosen their lot in life, but educational organizations can 
initiate steps to close the achievement gap for less-advantaged students if it is understood 
how to identify students identified at risk for failure and structure effective interventions, 
while providing professional training to teachers in explicit reading instruction tailored to 
all students’ diverse learning styles and needs. 
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Chapter 3:  Research Methodology 
 
Introduction 
 
This research study examined the high-need kindergarten students’ reading 
achievement as measured by the Dynamic Indicators of the Basic Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS) assessment instrument when kindergarten teachers, with or without a reading 
certification deliver instruction.  The study was designed to explore the influences 
kindergarten teachers’ professional background training and perceptions could have on 
their instructional practice.  Through the data collected in the research, the reading 
assessment results of kindergarten students in a rural-suburban elementary school were 
analyzed to assist the school leaders in developing an effective kindergarten-reading 
program with an instructional focus on students’ acquisition of emergent literacy skills.  
Additionally, the kindergarten-reading program was examined for the purpose of 
improving professional development provided to primary teachers, which could lead 
school leaders to implement training tailored toward increasing both teacher efficacy in 
reading instruction and students’ reading proficiency.  The potential outcome would 
result in the improvement of educational opportunities for students entering kindergarten 
with limited background experiences and literacy skills development, thus decreasing the 
achievement gap (Callaghan &Madelaine, 2012; Chatterji, 2006; Goodwin, 2012; and 
Stephens, et al., 2011).   
The central research question posed by the study was as follows:  What influences 
do the professional training experiences of kindergarten teachers in an rural-suburban 
elementary school in southern Pennsylvania have on the DIBELS scores of high-need 
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kindergarten students in each of the four classrooms at the school?   The following 
hypotheses were developed: 
H01:  There is no statistically significant difference in the DIBELS literacy 
assessment scores of high-need kindergarten students when instructed by a 
classroom teacher with a reading certification as compared to students instructed 
by a classroom teacher without a reading certification (H01: u1-u2 = 0). 
HA1:  High-need kindergarten students instructed by a classroom teacher with a 
certification in reading will obtain statistically significant higher scores on the 
DIBELS literacy assessment when compared to students instructed by a 
classroom teacher without a reading certification (H11:  u1 > u2).   
In addition, two hypotheses were developed to explore the interaction between teacher 
certification and gender on students’ reading achievement: 
H02:  There is no statistically significant interaction between teacher certification 
and gender on the DIBELS literacy assessment scores of high-need kindergarten 
students (H02: u3-u4 = 0). 
HA2:  There is a statistically significant interaction between teacher certification 
and gender on the DIBELS literacy assessment scores of high-need kindergarten 
students (H12:  u3 > u4).   
Finally, the following specific sub-questions were asked within the study: 
1. What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by kindergarten 
teachers on the DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need 
kindergarten students?   
  82 
 
 
2. How do the kindergarten teachers describe their professional training 
experiences and their ability to instruct high-need students in reading?   
3. How do the kindergarten teachers’ background experiences affect their 
instructional practice? 
The following chapter describes design considerations used for conducting this 
mixed-methods research study focused upon the defined research questions.  The chapter 
includes a description of the research design and rationale, the site and population, and 
research methods, which are utilized to analyze the research questions are included in the 
chapter.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the ethical considerations 
surrounding the study.   
 
Research Design and Rationale 
 
 The mixed-methods approach used in this study provided useful information to 
the research site to assist in enhancing the reading instructional intervention program 
delivered to high-need kindergarten students in an attempt to close the achievement gap 
for this population of young learners.  The researcher used a quasi-experimental design 
approach to extract quantitative data gleaned from the DIBELS composite end-of-year 
assessment scores to determine a possible cause-and-effect relationship between the 
reading achievement of high-need kindergarten students and the professional background 
training teachers have received in the instruction of reading.  Creswell (2012) explains 
that an experimental design approach is desirable in conducting quantitative research if 
the researcher desires to “test a practice or procedure to determine whether it influences 
the outcome or dependent variable” (p. 295).  In this study, two groups of teachers were 
studied—kindergarten classroom teachers with a reading certification and kindergarten 
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classroom teachers without a reading certification—to establish a probable cause-and-
effect relationship between the two groups.  
 In addition, qualitative data was analyzed through a phenomenological research 
design to explore how the experiences of teachers affected their instructional practice as 
they engaged in the teaching of reading to kindergarten students.  Phenomenological 
research is interested in how meaning is constructed and how individuals make sense of 
their lives and the world (Merriam, 2009).  The intent of this phase of the study was to 
uncover and analyze kindergarten teachers’ experiences of the kindergarten teachers to 
determine the effect their experiences have on their instructional practices.  
The mixed-methods design of this research study included both quantitative and 
qualitative data analysis.  An explanatory mixed-methods design was used.  Quantitative 
data was collected followed by qualitative data with an emphasis on the quantitative 
results.  According to Creswell (2015), “When a [researcher] combines statistical trends 
(quantitative data) with stories and personal experiences (qualitative data), this collective 
strength provides a better understanding of the research problem than either form of data 
alone” (p. 2).  The use of both quantitative and qualitative data best addresses the 
research questions in relation to the possible role teachers’ perceptions and background 
experiences play in increasing the reading achievement of high-need kindergarten 
students.  Thus, both quantitative and qualitative data was collected, analyzed, and 
integrated within the study in order to contribute a deeper understanding of the research 
problem and potentially add to the relevant research in the field.   
 A post-positivist approach utilizing quantitative data was implemented to make 
comparisons between the students within the four kindergarten classrooms as measured 
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by the DIBELS composite scores.  A social constructivist stance was also inherent within 
the design of the study, as qualitative data was collected from kindergarten teacher 
participants through observation and interviews in order to understand the multiple 
realities that surface from their lived professional experiences as teachers of reading.  A 
pragmatic approach was also taken, which allowed the researcher to report the reality of 
the findings through tools that provided evidence through both deductive and inductive 
means, while also acknowledging the researcher’s and participants’ views (Creswell, 
2013). 
In addition, the overall results from this study may provide the school district 
leaders with information regarding effective reading instructional intervention programs 
to implement during the kindergarten years, as well as early primary professional 
development training sessions conducive to increasing teacher efficacy in instructing 
reading to high-need students. 
 
Site and Population 
 
Population Description 
 
The population examined in the first stage of the study was the students that were 
assigned to one of four kindergarten classrooms in May 2014 during the annual grouping 
meeting conducted as part of the end-of-year preparation for the new school year.  
Specifically, a total of 100 students were invited to participate in the research study (80 
currently registered students = 39 males and 41 females).  The 80 registered students 
were randomly assigned to one of the four kindergarten classrooms one with 19 students, 
one with 21 students, and two with a total of 20 students each.  The researcher obtained 
parental permission for 70 of the registered kindergarten students to participate in the 
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study, 19 from one classroom (10 males and 9 females), and 17 from each of the other 
three classrooms (25 males and 26 females).  Of the 70 students included in the study, 
one was a minority (African-American), one was nonverbal, and five entered 
kindergarten with Speech/Language Individualized Education Plans (IEPs).    
 Random sampling was used during the grouping meeting to assign students to 
one of the four classrooms, one with a teacher with a reading certification, and three with 
teachers without a reading certification.  As students’ registrations were completed, they 
were assigned to the teachers’ rooms based on the teachers’ alphabetized last names.  
This random assignment process continued as new students registered before and during 
the new school year before January 31, 2015.  According to Creswell (2012), random 
sampling permits the researcher to generalize a study’s results to the larger population.  
The criteria for choosing the subjects were as follows: 
1. Participants were all registered kindergarten students. 
2. Parents or legal guardians agreed to their child’s participation in the study. 
The second stage of the study included the kindergarten teachers from the four 
classrooms. Purposeful sampling was used to select the kindergarten teacher participants 
from the same elementary building in order to provide a range of experience in both years 
and instructional practice with regard to utilizing the current reading program in reading 
instruction.  Creswell (2012) defines purposeful sampling as a qualitative sampling 
method that allows the researcher to understand or learn more about an existing 
phenomenon at a research site. 
The four teachers that were purposefully selected at the research site were female 
and represented a range of experience from seven months to 30 years.  One participant 
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had 30 years of experience as a kindergarten teacher and no reading certification, the 
second had 13 years of experience as a kindergarten teacher and had a reading 
certification, the third had a total of 4 years as a kindergarten teacher and no reading 
certification, and the fourth was a new hire with only limited experience as a kindergarten 
teacher with a total of only 7 months in the classroom and no reading certification. Three 
of the teachers were tenured and had been rated as satisfactory based on the Teacher 
Effectiveness Evaluation model.  The new teacher had not yet been rated using the 
Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation model, but had been formally observed four times 
during the new school year using the teacher-evaluation instrument.   
 Before initiating the study, the researcher met with each of the four kindergarten 
teachers and explained the following: 
1. Why they had been invited to participate in the study 
2. The amount of time and resources required for their participation 
3. How the results would be used and reported, and how confidentiality would 
be maintained 
4. What the administrator would receive from the study in order to improve the 
reading achievement of high-need kindergarten students 
Four classroom groups comprised of four kindergarten classes were identified as 
part of the research study and are represented as follows: 
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Table 1.  Participants in the Study 
Classrooms                                Number of 
Students  
     Gender Years of Experience  
     in Kindergarten 
Reading 
Certification  
     
Classroom 1                19                                           10 M/9 F              30                                             No 
     
Classroom 2 
 
Classroom 3      
 
Classroom 4    
 
  TOTAL                                                                                                                                                      
              17    
 
              17    
 
              17  
 
              70                                                                                                                                         
     11 M/6 F 
 
       8 M/9 F 
 
     6 M/11 F 
 
35 M/35F 
               4    
 
             13   
 
          7 months 
 
47 years 7 months
               No 
 
              Yes 
 
               No 
 
1 Yes/3 No
 
  
A confounding variable was identified in this study.  Two of the teachers invited 
to participate in the study had considerable experience teaching kindergarten, one with 30 
years and the other with 13 years, while the other two teachers were relatively new to 
teaching kindergarten, with only 4 years and 7 months experience, respectively.  The 
researcher recognizes that classroom teachers’ years of experience may have affected the 
study’s results.  
Site Description 
 
 The teachers and students invited and selected for the study are part of a rural-
suburban district in southern Pennsylvania that is located along the Maryland border.  
The district is approximately 61 square miles in size and provides a quality instructional 
program for 3,091students in grades K-12.  Elementary education (K-6) is offered in 
three schools, intermediate education (7-8) in one building, and high-school education (9-
12) in one building as well.  A demographic table for the district is provided below: 
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Table 2.  District Demographics 
Schools                                      Number of Students                Grade Levels 
   
Elementary Building 1                   618                                               K-6 
   
Elementary Building 2 
 
Elementary Building 3      
 
Middle School   
 
High School 
 
TOTAL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
                 484   
 
                 540 
 
                 500   
 
                 950      
 
3,091                             
                      K-6 
 
                      K-6 
 
                      7-8 
 
                      9-12 
 
                     K-12
 
The elementary school chosen as the site for this study was selected due to its size 
and population.  It is the largest elementary building in the district with 618 (308 M/310 
F) students, compared to 484 and 540 in the other two buildings, with a unique mix of 
demographics in contrast to the other two elementary schools.  Data from the 2012-2013 
Pennsylvania School Performance Profile indicates the school achievement for all tested 
subject areas fell within the 90-100 or 80-89.9 range for students scoring advanced or 
proficient with the exception of Reading/Literature, which fell in the 70-79.9 range.  
Although a score of 79.27 for students advanced or proficient in Reading/Literature on 
the PSSA tests is indicative that the school met the standard for Pennsylvania Academic 
Growth, there is room for improvement in this area, especially for students who continue 
to struggle in reading.  The most recent PVAAS data for 2013-2014 indicates that 
individual students are not making adequate growth in reading, dropping from 100% to 
74%, a (-2.60) decline.  Analysis of the PSSA Reading data shows that students with 
learning disabilities were designated as the largest population scoring below basic and 
basic.  In order to improve this groups’ reading achievement, the building included in this 
study has focused on examining kindergarten-level early identification and instructional 
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reading practices in order to proactively close the achievement gap for high-need students 
at the onset before they begin to fall further behind academically.   
At the research site, kindergarten teachers have not been given targeted 
professional development training in literacy instruction, thus creating a sense of 
urgency.  As Scharlach’s (2008) research revealed, three-quarters of primary teachers do 
not feel qualified or responsible to teach high-need students in order to address academic 
and behavioral issues that stem from reading difficulties.  Some teachers have taken it 
upon themselves to obtain graduate-level training in reading instruction; however, 
school-based data indicate that students who struggle in reading in kindergarten continue 
to fall behind in first and second grade. This issue could raise the question of what is 
considered effective instructional practice in the teaching of reading to high-need 
kindergarten students.  
 
Site Access 
 
As the building administrator at the selected site, the researcher was afforded the 
opportunity to conduct the study efficiently and effectively.  In addition, the 
superintendent and director of curriculum and instruction supported the researcher, as 
each of them saw the value in understanding how the results of the study may influence 
the reading achievement of high-need students and the instructional practices of teachers 
across the elementary and district levels.  Thus, no access issues were identified within 
the study.  As an employee of the school district of the identified school and with central 
administration support, the researcher obtained the necessary site permission in order to 
fully conduct the study.  A copy of the permission letter requesting approval of the site 
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and study participants and the site approval letter are included in the appendices 
(Appendices E, and F, respectively). 
Since the study was conducted in the school where the researcher serves as 
building principal, the issue of bias was addressed by requiring participants to respond to 
the researcher of the study as the researcher, not as the administrator, in order to collect 
valid data to suggest improved instructional practices for the research site.  However, due 
to the study’s location, the researcher also had to prepare to guard against the issues 
stemming from “backyard” research.  Williams (2009) warns against potential concerns 
that could arise from conducting a study in the researcher’s “backyard”, including the 
following five precautions: 
1. The research participants discussing the study’s findings openly with 
others, thus violating confidentiality through no fault of the researcher  
2. The researcher facing moral challenges that surface during the research 
process that were not accounted for at the beginning of the study, causing 
the researcher to be caught between gaining knowledge that is potentially 
dangerous or harmful if not reported and the responsibility of maintaining 
confidentiality 
3. The multiple roles the researcher assumes as the researcher, supervisor, 
colleague, and friend to the individuals in the study could taint the results 
4. The onus upon the researcher to protect research subjects’ identities and 
guarding against possible harm that could result if their identities are 
accidentally made known  
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5. The researcher learning more about the research participants than needed 
for the study’s purposes  (Williams, 2009, pp. 215-219). 
Armed with an awareness of each of the potential concerns of “backyard” 
research, the researcher was more cognizant of the influences each could have upon the 
results and research participants involved in the study.   
 
Research Methods 
 
The first stage of the study involved compiling quantitative data using the 
kindergarten-level achievement scores derived from the updated Next edition of the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) assessment instrument 
designed by Good and Kaminiski (2011).  The DIBELS data compared the scores of 
kindergarten students receiving instruction from a teacher with a reading certification to 
the scores of kindergarten students receiving instruction from a teacher without a reading 
certification.  The mean score of the end-of-year DIBELS Composite Total (derived from 
subtests for Phoneme Segmentation Fluency; Letter Naming Fluency; and Nonsense 
Word Fluency) was attained from the four classrooms and compared.  A two-way 
analysis of covariance (ANOVA) was used to test the null and alternative hypotheses to 
determine if there was a significant difference between the cohort with a teacher 
possessing a reading certification and the cohorts with a teacher not possessing a reading 
certification, as well as to examine the gender of the students for a possible interaction 
between teachers’ certification and students’ reading achievement.  The ANOVA 
determined whether the means of the DIBELS year-end Total Composite scores were 
significantly statistically different from each other.  In addition, a pairwise comparison 
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analysis was conducted to compare the between-group means to determine which groups, 
if any, indicated a statistically significant difference between the means.   
In the second stage of the study, qualitative data was collected and analyzed 
through information obtained from individual interviews with the kindergarten teachers 
and classroom observations.  The purpose of the interviews was to examine kindergarten 
teachers’ perceptions of how their professional training experiences influenced 
instructional practices in teaching reading. The interview questions provided feedback 
about the overall assessment of reading instruction in the classroom, as well as 
professional training that may be implemented within the research site to improve the 
high-need students’ reading achievement levels.  The observations provided additional 
data concerning the instructional practices being implemented within the reading program 
in the four kindergarten classrooms and explored possible influences observed 
instructional practices might have on the reading achievement levels of students.  Several 
observations were conducted over a period of time in order to obtain valid information 
about the site and the individuals involved in the study (Creswell, 2012, p. 215).  The 
insights from both the quantitative and qualitative stages provided context to the study’s 
hypotheses, as well as the overall dissertation.    
 
Table 3.  Data Instrumentation and Collection Matrix 
Research Questions                  Mixed Methods                       Data Collection Methods                                                                             
          
       Data Analysis
 
Research Question Q1 
What influences do the  
professional training  
experiences of teachers have 
on the DIBELS scores of 
high-need kindergarten 
students? 
 
Variables:                                             
Independent—classroom with 
a teacher with a reading 
certification; classrooms with  
teachers without a reading 
        
      Quantitative  
       (difference) 
 
 
 
 
 
            
 
 
 
 
 
 Data from kindergarten 
 students’ end-of-year 
 spring DIBELS  
 assessment  
 (See Appendix A) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
     IBM SPSS analysis of  
     LNF, PSF, and  
     NWF DIBELS composite 
     scores for treatment and  
     control groups and gender;  
     two-way ANOVA 
     outcomes comparison of 
     LNF, PSF, and 
     NWF between treatment 
     and control groups 
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Research Questions                  Mixed Methods                       Data Collection Methods                                                                             
          
       Data Analysis
certification; gender 
Dependent—DIBELS scores 
 
 
Research Question 1A 
What is the effect of the 
instructional methods utilized 
by teachers on the DIBELS 
reading achievement scores of 
high-need kindergarten 
students? 
 
 
 
         
    Qualitative                            
    (descriptive) 
    Classroom observations 
     conducted 3 times per 
     month to provide  
     information about 
     reading instruction and 
     the reading program 
 
 
 
 
  Observation Protocol 
  Instructional practices  
  observed in the teaching of 
  reading in four kindergarten 
  classrooms:  What are the  
  teachers doing?  What are  
  the students doing?  
  (See Appendix B) 
 
 
 
 
       
 
     Hand coding and thematic  
     analysis 
• Codes and 
themes for 
interpretation 
• Similar and  
different themes 
comparison to 
other data 
arranged in visual 
display 
 
 
Research Question 1B                                                                       
How do teachers’ describe 
their professional training and 
their ability to instruct high-
need students in reading? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Question 1C 
How do teachers’ background 
experiences affect their 
instructional practice? 
 
Qualitative
   (descriptive) 
   Open-ended questions can 
    provide information in 
    participants’ own words 
            
    Perceived differences  
    determined by open-ended 
    face-to-face format 
 
 
 
         
   Qualitative 
   (descriptive) 
   Open-ended questions can 
    provide information in 
    participants’ own words 
          
    Perceived differences  
    determined by open-ended 
    face-to-face format 
 
 
   Semi-structured Face-to- 
   Face Interview Protocol  
   open-ended questions 
   (See Appendix C) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
     
   Semi-structured Face-to- 
    Face Interview Protocol  
    open-ended questions 
    (See Appendix C) 
     Hand coding and thematic  
      analysis 
• Codes and 
themes for 
interpretation 
• Similar and  
different themes 
comparison to 
other data 
arranged in visual 
display 
 
 
     Hand coding and thematic  
      analysis 
• Codes and 
themes for 
interpretation 
• Similar and  
different themes 
comparison to 
other data 
arranged in visual 
display 
 
 
Descriptions of Methods Used—Stage One 
 
 Instrument Description 
 
The DIBELS assessment measures the development of pre-reading and early 
reading skills that reflect the essential literacy domains determined by the National 
Reading Panel (2000) and the National Research Council (1998) to be conducive to 
students’ development of phonological awareness, alphabetic understanding, 
automaticity, and fluency (Good & Kaminski, 2002).  The district where this study took 
place had purchased the DIBELS assessment as a method to identify students who may 
  94 
 
 
be at risk for reading difficulties to subsequently increase teacher proficiency in 
employing effective reading strategies that would provide increased levels of 
instructional intervention support.  The assessment instrument monitors student progress 
toward the mastery of designated foundational reading goals as students receive targeted 
instruction in an effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the school’s instructional support 
system and measure students’ reading growth of students over the course of one school 
year (Good & Kaminski, 2002).   
In addition, research-based benchmark goals are established to examine the 
predictive validity of a student’s score on one or all of the DIBELS measures at a 
particular point in time compared to later DIBELS measures.  The DIBELS assessment 
instrument assumes that if a student achieves a designated benchmark goal, the 
probability of the student achieving later reading outcomes is increased if she is provided 
effective research-based reading instruction through a core primary curriculum (Good & 
Kaminski, 2002).  In order to estimate assessment accuracy, professional training in the 
administration and scoring of the DIBELS assessment instrument was provided during 
the 2014 August teacher in-service before the start of the new school year.   
Participant Selection 
The four classroom data groups participating in the study were determined by the 
most recent kindergarten registrations on file at the research site at the beginning of the 
new school year.  At the onset of the study, 80 students (39 males and 41 females) were 
registered for kindergarten and had been assigned to one of the four classrooms; however, 
a total of 100 students were invited to participate.  As students enrolled in kindergarten 
following district registration procedures, their names were added to the school’s current 
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enrollment list via computer entry by the building secretary and included as potential 
research participants if they were registered before January 31, 2015.  Data from students 
registered after January 31, 2015 were not be included for analysis, as it would have been 
difficult to determine if reading achievement occurred as a result of instruction received 
from a teacher at the research site or from a teacher at the student’s previous school.    
Identification and Invitation 
Permission letters were mailed to all the parents and guardians of the kindergarten 
students, describing the purpose for the study, what was to be learned from it, the process 
in place for sharing and using the data gathered in the study, and the procedures in place 
to protect individual students’ anonymity (Appendix K).  The letters were mailed back 
directly to the researcher. A total of 70 parent consent forms were returned to the 
researcher.  Selection for inclusion was based on both current registration in kindergarten 
before January 31, 2015 and parent permission.  Once identified as a participant, each 
student was assigned a number randomly selected from slips of paper numbered 1-70 that 
were pulled from a file box. The researcher was the only person with access to this data, 
and student participants’ identities were kept confidential during all phases of the study, 
as information was entered and coded onto an Excel spreadsheet on the researcher’s 
password-protected home computer.  No data was identifiable by individual students’ 
names.   
 Data Collection 
 
As part of the DIBELS standardized assessment, students in each of the four 
kindergarten classrooms were administered the benchmark assessments in the fall, winter, 
and spring of the academic year for First Sound Fluency (FSF), Phoneme Segmentation 
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Fluency (PSF), Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF), with 
a different combination given at different time periods in the year:  FSF and LSF in the 
fall and winter; FSF, LSF, PSF, and NWF in the fall, winter, and spring; and LSF, PSF, 
and NWF in the spring.   
The FSF assessment instrument is an individually standardized measure of 
phonological awareness used to assess a student’s ability to recognize and produce the 
first sound heard in an orally presented word.  The examiner presents four pictures to the 
student, names each picture and asks the student to identify (either by naming or 
pointing) the sound produced orally by the examiner.  This test can be administered and 
scored in three minutes.   
The PSF assessment measures a student’s ability to separate three-and four- 
phoneme words fluently into their individual phoneme components.  Kaminski and Good 
(1996) suggest that this assessment is an effective predictor of later reading achievement.  
The examiner orally provides words consisting of three to four phonemes.  The student is 
then asked to produce orally each of the individual phonemes in each word.  The score is 
derived from the number of correct phonemes derived in one minute.  This test can be 
administered and scored in two minutes.  
The LNF assessment requires the student to name as many upper-and lower-case 
letters as he or she can that are presented in a random order. The score for this subtest is 
derived from the student’s ability to correctly produce as many letters as possible in one 
minute.  The test can be administered and scored in two minutes.  This subtest is a risk 
measure, as students scoring in the lowest 20th percentile in the district on this assessment 
are considered at risk for difficulty in achieving early literacy benchmark goals, while 
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students scoring between the 20th and 40th percentiles using local norms are considered at 
some risk.   
Finally, the NWF assessment is a measure of the student’s ability to use letter-
sound correspondence to blend letters into words that represent the most common letter 
sounds. The student is presented with an 8 ½x11” sheet of paper with randomly ordered 
vowel-consonant (VC) and consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) nonsense words, such as 
sig, rav, and ov.  Each student is asked to provide the individual sounds in each word or 
read the word.  The score is derived from the number of letter-word sounds produced 
correctly in one minute.  The test can be administered and scored in two minutes.  
Each of the DIBELS subtests includes more than 20 alternative forms that can be 
used for progress monitoring purposes. From each of these subtests, a Composite Score is 
derived in order to provide the best overall estimate of each kindergarten student’s early 
literacy skills and reading proficiency.  Students scoring 80% to 90%, at or above set 
DIBELS benchmark indicators are determined most likely to need core reading support 
through the instructional reading program.  Students scoring 40% to 60%, below the 
DIBELS benchmark are likely to need targeted strategic skill support, and students 
scoring 10% to 20%, well below the DIBELS benchmark, are likely to need intensive 
reading support in order to reach early literacy goals (Good & Kaminski, 2007).    
Current research indicates that the DIBELS assessment measures are reliable and 
valid instruments.  The research by Rouse and Fantuzzo (2006) examined a study of the 
validity of the DIBELS measures of LNF, NWF, and PSF subtests administered in 
kindergarten, along with measures of specific literacy components such as alphabet 
knowledge, conventions of print, and meaning from print.  The study determined that 
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predictive validity evidence for the DIBELS LNF, NWF, and PSF measures had a 
significant correlated relationship with reading, vocabulary, and language constructs 
measured at the end of first grade (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006). The largest correlation 
coefficients were demonstrated in Letter Naming Fluency, followed closely by Nonsense 
Words (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006).  The results of the study showed Letter Naming 
Fluency to be the most significant kindergarten predictor of first-grade reading, 
vocabulary, and language followed by Phoneme Segmentation, which emerged as the 
second strongest predictor (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006).   
In order to determine point-by-point inter-rater reliability agreement on the 
DIBELS pre-test and post-test assessment scoring, the four classroom teachers and an 
experienced examiner, the reading specialist, simultaneously scored four students from 
each class on each of the DIBELS subtests.  The scores were compared for each subtest 
and were in agreement if scores were within two points on each individual subtest.  
According to Good and Kaminski (2007), the DIBELS Administration and Scoring 
Procedural Checklist indicates that scores within two points of the actual score are 
considered accurate.  
The researcher of this study controlled the extraneous variables by comparing the 
scores on the fall FSF and LNF DIBELS subtests administered to the 70 participants 
before the treatment intervention with the LNF, PSF, and NWF composite scores from 
the DIBELS end-of-year spring assessment administered after the treatment to measure 
the students’ reading achievement levels at the conclusion of the experiment.  The study 
ran for a period of seven months, equivalent to approximately three marking periods in 
the school year.  The researcher controlled the extraneous variables by also selecting 
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students from a homogeneous sample. This similarity in literacy-skill aptitude among the 
student participants allowed for more control in the experiment (Creswell, 2012).   
 In this educational experiment, the independent variables of teacher certification 
and gender were examined to determine their potential effect on student reading 
achievement, the dependent variable.  The variable of teachers’ professional background 
training to deliver reading instruction was explored by considering whether the classroom 
teacher also had a reading certification. 
 The outcome, or dependent variable, was the presumed effect of the teacher 
groups (reading certification, no reading certification) producing a progress or lack of 
progress in reading achievement on the end-of-year DIBELS composite scores because of 
the instructional delivery provided to students, taking into account the teachers’ 
professional background training.  Comparison scores were obtained between individuals 
within the two groups to compare both the mean and variance.  Both the mean scores and 
variation between each group were considered statistically significant at p < 0.05.  Within 
this study, threats to internal validity were minimized due to the nature of the 
experiment’s design.  In May 2014, the researcher randomly assigned participants to two 
different cohort groups composed of classrooms instructed by teachers with and without a 
reading certification, which is a true quasi-experimental design approach, thus 
minimizing the threats to internal validity.   
 Data Analysis 
 
 The DIBELS Total Composite scores for each kindergarten classroom were 
extracted from the data storage site and entered into an IBM SPSS.  The mean was used 
as the measure of central tendency, and the mean DIBELS Total Composite score for 
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each of the two cohort groups was calculated using IBM SPSS 22.  A two-way analysis 
of variance or two-way ANOVA was used as the statistical procedure to analyze the 
collected data and answer the research question of whether there was a significant 
statistical difference in the DIBELS scores of high-need kindergarten students receiving 
instruction by a classroom teacher with a reading certification compared to high-need 
kindergarten students receiving instruction by a classroom teacher without a reading 
certification.  A two-way ANOVA was also used to explore the effect of students’ gender 
and teachers’ certification on the outcome of the DIBELS scores. 
 The ANOVA has advantages over chi-square as chi-square can be used to 
compare proportions between two or more groups to determine if the data is correlated, 
while the ANOVA compares proportions between two or more groups to determine if the 
data is correlated or independent.  The ANOVA test was an appropriate statistical 
methodology to utilize for this research study because it was used to compare the means 
of two or more independent samples to determine if the differences between the means 
were statistically significant.  The ANOVA also presented advantages over the t-test, as it 
was more efficient to use and permitted the researcher to keep the error level at .05 (5%) 
since the means represented by the four groups of students in the study were compared 
simultaneously rather than comparing one group at a time, which would be the case with 
the t-test.  In addition, the ANOVA was fitting for this study since the assumptions used 
for the ANOVA were satisfied within this experimental research project’s design namely 
the following:  (a) the groups were independent of each other (b) the dependent variable 
(DIBELS scores) were measured on an interval or ratio scale (c) the dependent variable 
was normally distributed in the population (d) the scores were random samples of their 
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respective populations, and (e) the variances of the populations from which the samples 
were drawn were equal (Ravid, 2011, p. 158).  The Levene Statistic test of homogeneity 
of variances was conducted for the two cohort groups and gender in relationship to the 
DIBELS scores and was found to be greater than .05.  Thus the standard alpha-level of 
.05 was maintained. 
In this study, two independent variables were used to test the effect of gender and 
teachers’ instructional training on the dependent variable, kindergarten students’ DIBELS 
composite scores.  Two instructional training experiences were tested:  teachers with a 
reading certification and teachers without a reading certification.  The relationship 
between the instructional training experience and gender was also tested.  In the late 
spring of the school year, the DIBELS composite scores of the students who were 
randomly assigned to one of four kindergarten classrooms taught by teachers with or 
without reading certifications were compared to each other using a two-way ANOVA.  
Three F-ratios were used to assess whether there was a significant difference (p < .05) in 
the mean scores of the two cohorts and gender of kindergarten students.   
 Once the F-ratios were obtained, the decision was made to retain or reject the null 
hypothesis.  In this ANOVA test, the null hypothesis stated that the two groups of 
students represented populations in the study that had the same means and predicted there 
were no significant differences between the group means beyond what one might expect 
to happen by chance or sampling error:  Ho: u1 = u2.  Conversely, the alternative 
hypothesis predicted there was a statistically significant difference between the group 
means:  HA: ui ≠ uj.  Assuming the F-ratios were found to be significant at p < .05 or p < 
.01, a pairwise comparison, similar to that described by Ravid (2011) was conducted to 
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compare the group means to each other to determine which two groups indicated a 
statistically significant difference between the means.  The ANOVA and the pairwise 
comparison analysis were computed using an IBM SPSS statistical data analysis software 
package.  The results of the two-way ANOVA computations were used to decide whether 
providing additional training to teachers in reading instruction was needed at the research 
site in order to improve teaching practices and increase high-need kindergarten students’ 
attainment of early emergent literacy skills, as well as to determine instructional practices 
that should be implemented that are differentiated based on gender of students. 
 
Descriptions of Methods Used—Stage 2—Observation Protocol 
 
 Instrument Description 
 
 Qualitative data was obtained using an observation protocol instrument.  Each of 
the four kindergarten classrooms was observed while the teachers were engaged in the 
instruction of reading.  Multiple observation sessions were conducted throughout the 
duration of the study.  The observation protocol instrument included field notes compiled 
by the researcher using a template saved on the researcher’s password-protected laptop.  
Both teachers and students were accustomed to having supervisors in the classrooms 
taking notes electronically; thus, utilizing the laptop to take notes was not a disruption to 
the regular class routine.  Included within the template were areas to record time, date, 
setting, observer, length of observation, role of observer, general descriptions of the 
classroom, descriptions of what the teacher was doing, and descriptions of what the 
students were doing, along with reflective notes for each area contained within the 
observation protocol (Creswell, 2012).  
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Participant Selection 
 The researcher initially began the observations alphabetically by teachers’ last 
names, but continued selecting classrooms to observe on a random rotational basis for the 
duration of the study.  Each of the four classrooms was observed during reading 
instruction an equal number of times, three observations each over a two-month period, 
with a similar instructional focus designated for each observation session.  A common 
focus allowed for better comparability among the four cohorts.  Student information was 
included as part of the observational data; however, the students were naturally selected 
as observation participants by virtue of being members of their assigned classroom 
groups.   
Identification and Invitation 
 Permission was obtained to study the research site, a rural-suburban elementary 
school located in a southern Pennsylvania school district (Appendix E).  Once approval 
had been granted (Appendix F), the four kindergarten teachers were invited to participate 
as part of the study’s observation phase.  In addition, permissions from students’ parents 
and kindergarten teacher participants were gained before the observations were 
conducted (Appendices J and L).  In order to ensure that no student participants could be 
identified through the resulting field notes, the observation data was coded by entering 
student data utilizing the random number that had been assigned to each student from the 
file box.  The kindergarten teacher participants were given an opportunity to review a 
summary of the field notes, and they were advised on how the data collected from the 
observations would be used in the study.  Only the researcher had access to the field 
notes, and the researcher took care to ensure all observation data was kept confidential by 
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downloading it from a USB device onto a password-protected computer.  All identifiable 
information was removed that could have connected participants to the field notes 
produced from classroom observations.   
Data Collection 
 The researcher assumed the position of a changing observational role (Creswell, 
2012) in order to take advantage of acting as both a participant and nonparticipant 
observer to extract the most meaningful data from observed teachers and students.  As 
part of the data-collection process, the researcher utilized the method of observing 
Creswell (2012) outlines.  The following steps were included: 
1. Select a site to be observed that will help the researcher best understand the 
central phenomenon.  This step signified the rationale behind the selection of 
the research site where access had been granted.  Each of the four 
kindergarten classrooms was part of the observations. 
2. Ease into the site slowly by looking around; getting a general sense of the site, 
and taking limited notes initially.  This step helped the researcher build 
rapport with the individuals and allowed the observer to assimilate within the 
setting.  It also helped ease potential anxiety the kindergarten teachers felt 
from being observed by the researcher who is also their supervisor. 
3. At the site, identify who or what to observe, when to observe, and how long to 
observe.  The researcher utilized the observation protocol instrument to help 
organize this information.  The observation protocol was saved in a digital file 
as a means to collect cumulative data from each observation. 
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4. The researcher will determine the initial role as an observer.  The researcher 
took on a changing observational role in order to actively engage as a 
participant during some of the observations and act as a nonparticipant 
observer during other scheduled observations.  The dual role allowed the 
researcher to observe and gather data from different perspectives. 
5. Conduct multiple observations over time to obtain the best understanding of 
the site and individuals.  The researcher initially began with a broad focus 
followed by more narrow observations of small instructional intervention 
reading groups.  Multiple observations were conducted in this manner within 
each of the four classrooms. 
6. Design some means of recording notes during an observation.  The field notes 
were recorded using the observation protocol instrument on the researcher’s 
laptop. 
7. The researcher will consider what information will be recorded during an 
observation.  The researcher decided if the data collected would be in the form 
of pictures, drawings, descriptions of the participants, descriptions of the 
physical setting, particular activities, or personal reactions to what was being 
observed.  
8. Record both descriptive and reflective field notes.  The researcher used the 
observation protocol instrument to collect data related to what was going on 
within the classroom setting as well as reflective notes concerning personal 
thoughts, themes, insights, and ideas emerging from the observations.   
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9. The researcher should be known, but remain unobtrusive.  The researcher 
remained passive, friendly, and respectful to the people and the observation 
site. 
10. After completing the observations, slowly withdraw from the site.  The 
researcher thanked the participants and informed them how the data would be 
used and when a summary of the results would be available for their review 
(Creswell, 2012, pp. 215-217). 
The ten steps were considered before, during, and after each observation, as a method to 
ensure a standard procedure was followed each time an observation was conducted 
(Creswell, 2012). 
 Data Analysis 
 After each observation session, the researcher reviewed the data and highlighted 
key phrases, ideas, and insights that began to surface as patterns or themes emerged that 
later became significant. This information was placed on an organizational chart large 
enough to include the data collected from each observation.  Once all observations were 
completed and the significant information from each was included on the organizational 
chart, the data was hand-coded in order to identify initial categories in which recurring 
themes were identified in relation to the observed components of effective reading 
instruction.  The researcher reviewed the themes to ensure the accuracy of the descriptive 
data collected during observations. The data collected from observed instructional 
practice was compared to the DIBELS end-of-year composite scores to determine if 
instructional practice had an influence on students’ reading achievement.  In addition, 
after coding all identified themes, the researcher compared observation data to the data 
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derived from the face-to-face teacher interviews to determine if commonalities existed 
between the two that might provide additional insight on the possible influence of teacher 
professional training on instructional practice. 
 
Description of Methods Used—Stage Two—Interview Protocol 
 
 Instrument Description 
 A researcher-developed interview protocol was used for the qualitative stage of 
the study.  Individual interviews were conducted with each of the four kindergarten 
teachers at the end of the study.  The semi-structured interview protocol consisted of 12 
open-ended questions, 4 related to the professional training experiences of the teachers, 4 
related to the type of instructional environment the teachers believed was conducive to 
assisting students in acquiring emergent literacy skills, 2 related to the teachers’ 
perceptions of the reading specialist’s role and a literacy-coaching model, and 2 related to 
the professional development training the teachers perceive as necessary or believed 
should be implemented within the district to increase efficacy in the instruction of 
reading to high-need students.  
The interview’s overall purpose was to give a voice to the people who directly 
influence the quality of instruction and intervention delivered to students in kindergarten 
classrooms.  It was also intended to provide insight into the instructional practices and 
professional development models most effective in enhancing opportunities for high-need 
learners to acquire the necessary emergent literacy skills.  Creswell (2012) summarizes 
the intent of this stage of the study by claiming, “The quantitative data will address 
whether the intervention had an impact on the outcomes whereas the qualitative data will 
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assess how the participants experience the intervention…[or in other words] to 
understand the ‘process’ the participants are going through” (p. 545).   
Participant Selection 
 The researcher used a purposeful sampling method to interview the four 
kindergarten teachers involved in the study.  The researcher sought a deeper 
understanding of reading instructional practices and their potential influence on 
kindergarten students’ reading achievement.  Interviews were conducted at the end of the 
study to serve as ongoing data collection for improved instructional practice.   
 Identification and Invitation 
 After the researcher explained the purpose of the interviews to the four 
kindergarten teacher participants, written consent was obtained from each of them before 
the individual interview sessions were scheduled (Appendix L).  Each of the teacher 
participants was assured that their responses would remain anonymous and that they 
could decline to participate at any time without fear of reprisal.  The written consent was 
given to the teachers in a sealed envelope with an additional envelope provided for the 
return of the written consent form.  The teachers were directed to place the return 
envelopes in the researcher’s mailbox with no identifiable descriptors, only the 
researcher’s name.  Each teacher was assigned a three-digit number and a pseudonym to 
ensure anonymity.  Interview responses and interviewee identification were kept 
confidential, and all identifiable information was removed that could connect participants 
to the responses generated through the interviews. 
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Data Collection 
 The four face-to-face interviews were conducted in the early spring of 2015 
before and after school hours in the research site’s office conference room.  The 
researcher allowed sufficient time for discussion without the distractions from the normal 
routine of the school day.  An hour-long timeframe was allotted for each session.  An 
audio recording device (iPhone) was used for transcription purposes to ensure each 
teacher’s thoughts were captured word-for-word.  In addition, the researcher took notes in 
order to secure as much of the interview content as possible and corroborate the 
information with the digital recordings.  Interview results were available following to the 
participants following completion of the sessions. 
 Data Analysis 
To begin the data analysis, the researcher first listened to the interview audio 
recordings multiple times to identify patterns and gain an overall understanding of the 
collected information in relation to the research questions.  The researcher then 
transcribed the interview sessions and used the transcription data to study an open-coding 
process related to phenomenological analysis in order to identify initial codes.  The 
responses were hand-coded and once the initial codes had been established, the 
transcribed interviews were arranged in chart form so that the questions and each 
participant’s responses could be easily viewed.  The data was analyzed for emerging 
themes from this chart.  The researcher then utilized the steps in the coding process of a 
phenomenological study suggested by Creswell (2013) to chart and analyze the following 
emerging themes, all of which were arranged in the chart:  epoch or personal bracketing, 
  110 
 
 
significant statements, meaning units, and textural and structural descriptions, which 
were arranged in a chart form (Appendix D).   
Additionally during the data-analysis process, the researcher also took note of 
incomplete responses that required further investigation.  Armed with this information, 
the researcher established a time to go back to each of the four participants individually, 
if needed, and ask further questions to clarify their responses and provide a richer 
understanding of their experiences before reporting on the interview-session findings. 
This technique represented an attempt to validate the data gleaned from the interview 
sessions, as Creswell (2013) recommends the use of multiple strategies, particularly when 
conducting a study in one’s own place of work.  In addition, the coded themes identified 
within the interviewee responses were compared to the observation data collected from 
each of the four classrooms. 
 
Stages of Data Collection 
 
Stage 1—Creation of Qualitative Instruments and Permission Letters 
Fall 2013-Fall 2014:  The first step of the data-collection process involved 
creating of the observation protocol template and the teacher interview questions.  Each 
data collection measure served a different purpose.  The observation protocol was used to 
observe the instructional practices of teachers as they instructed kindergarten students in 
reading, while the interview questions were used to examine the perceptions of teachers 
in relation to their professional training experiences in the instruction of reading.  
However, both measures were related to the theme of teacher efficacy in the instruction 
of reading and the necessary professional training needed to improve instruction for high-
need learners.  The researcher began creating the interview questions and permission 
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letters for parents and teacher participants in the fall of 2013, anticipating additional 
revisions would need to be made in the summer and fall of 2014.   
Stage 2—Pilot Study  
Winter 2015:  A pilot study was conducted in the winter of 2015 to determine the 
reliability and validity of the interview questions.   
Stage 3—Administration of DIBELS Assessment 
Fall 2014-Spring 2015:  The DIBELS subtests were administered to registered 
kindergarten students in the fall of 2014.  The DIBELS subtests were administered again 
in the winter of 2015 to all registered kindergarten students, and the end-of-year subtests 
were administered in the spring of 2015.   
Stage 4—Observations Data 
February 2015:  Observations were completed by the end of February 2015.   
Stage 5—Interview Data 
Spring 2015:  The four face-to-face kindergarten teacher interviews were 
conducted in April 2015.   
Stage 6—Data Analysis and Reporting of Results 
Late Spring-Early Summer 2015:  In the spring of 2015, once the observation data 
had been compiled, the information was analyzed and hand-coded.  The DIBELS Total 
Composite score data was collected from each kindergarten classroom in the spring of 
2015 and analyzed during the same period.  The study’s major quantitative and 
qualitative findings were identified during the late spring of 2015, with results made 
available to interested stakeholders in the summer of 2015.   
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Pilot Study Instrumentation 
                                                          
Pilot Study Methods 
 
The researcher constructed the open-ended semi-structured interview questions 
within the Interview Protocol (Appendix C) to collect qualitative data from the teachers 
involved in the research study.  Thus, implementation of the pilot study afforded the 
researcher the opportunity to test the interview questionnaire to determine if the questions 
to be used effectively measured what the researcher intended and if the questions were 
easily answered and understood as proposed.  As part of the pilot, the researcher used the 
questions within the Interview Protocol to extract qualitative data during a face-to-face 
interview with a teacher outside of the research site.  The questions were designed to 
explore the teacher’s perceptions concerning professional training experiences and the 
influence instructional practices might possibly have on high-need students’ reading 
achievement.  
 
Pilot Study Data Collection and Analysis 
 
One female teacher with experience as a kindergarten teacher was interviewed for 
the pilot.  The teacher taught in a different building within the same school district as the 
research site.  The teacher volunteered to participate in the study, and full disclosure was 
shared, along with the right to withdraw at any time before commencement of the 
interview.  The teacher was provided with a Pilot Study Consent Form to sign that 
detailed the study’s objectives and her rights as a participant.  With the participant’s 
consent, the interview was audio-recorded on the researcher’s iPhone and was later 
transcribed by the researcher.  The transcribed notes were analyzed for common themes 
and the questions were analyzed for quality and ease of understanding. The results of the 
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pilot study concluded that the questions the Interview Protocol questions (Appendix C) 
constituted an effective qualitative instrument as written and were used in the research 
study as designed.   
 
Ethical Considerations 
 
 Creswell (2012) contends that there are ethical issues inherent in mixed-methods 
research; these issues focused on “respecting individuals and underrepresented groups” 
(p. 558).  Within the present study, ethical considerations were two-fold due to the fact 
that data was collected from human participants, both students and teachers.  Although no 
participant was identifiable at any time before, during, or after the study, an Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) evaluation was necessary.  In addition, the researcher has taken and 
passed the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) course required by the 
university when conducting human subjects research.  The researcher received a passing 
score of 100% in August 2013, valid until August 30, 2016.  A copy of the CITI report is 
included (Appendix H). 
 Students 
 All the student participants were under the age of 18, which required the 
researcher to contact each participant’s parent or legal guardian to procure permission for 
participation.  Information was shared with the parents regarding the study’s purpose, 
affording them the opportunity to ask questions.  A consent form detailing the 
experimental design procedures and any perceived risks was mailed to the parents for 
them to read, review, sign, and return to the researcher (Appendix J).  The researcher did 
not seek students’ permission, as the summative data collected was diagnostic and was 
used for the sole purpose of assessing student performance as measured against the 
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DIBELS benchmark assessment.  Even though two different experimental groups were 
run throughout the duration of the study (four groups, one of which included a regular 
education teacher with a reading certification and three without a reading certification), 
each group received intervention support deemed advantageous in increasing individual 
student reading performance.  There was no harm to any of the students, as they received 
instructional intervention support by qualified teachers, regardless of the lack of a reading 
certification.   
 Teachers 
 Respect for persons requires informed consent from all study participants; thus, 
the kindergarten teachers involved in the study were also asked to sign a consent form 
(Appendix I).  The most evident ethical consideration within this stage of the study was 
the researcher’s role as the selected participants’ immediate supervisor.  The researcher 
was intentionally cautious to guard against placing unintended pressure or compliance 
upon the participants.  Before obtaining consent, the researcher conducted one-on-one 
conversations with the kindergarten teachers to explain that the study’s findings would in 
no way be used in their professional evaluation.  The teachers were thoroughly informed 
of the study’s purpose and given the opportunity to have their concerns addressed, as well 
as to ask questions.  All identifiable information was removed that could connect 
participants to the generated interviews responses and classroom observations by 
assigning a three-digit number to each of the teacher participants that was only known 
and identifiable by the researcher.  In addition, a common understanding was established 
through individual discussions with the kindergarten teachers to determine how the 
results obtained from the research would be used with each individual and within the 
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research site.  The teachers were told they could opt out of the study at any time without 
fear of reprisal.  The teacher participants could opt out of the interview protocol, but 
observation notes and participation in student data-collection was part of the teachers’ 
daily instructional duties; thus, this data would not be removed from the study database. 
To further ensure participants’ confidentiality and privacy, all interviews, 
transcriptions notes, Excel spreadsheets, and written observation field notes were 
stored in the researcher’s password-protected computer, which was only 
accessible to the researcher.  The data was backed up on a USB drive that was 
stored in a locked desk drawer in the researcher’s home.  The locked desk drawer, 
to which on the researcher had access, also became the storage place for the 
signed consent forms and parent permission letters.  Data will be stored until the 
researcher has determined it is no longer needed, and no data will be 
electronically transmitted that would identify participants.  Digital recordings of 
interviews were stored on the password-protected computer and deleted from the 
audio-recording device.  In addition, data will be kept with the principal 
investigator (PI) onsite at Drexel University through the Dissertation Management 
System (DMS) file database, which is password-protected.  Only the PI and the 
researcher will have access to this information.  Originals of all research data will 
be submitted and maintained by Drexel University for three years, per Drexel 
policy.  In addition, student participants’ data will be kept for three years after the 
last student in the study reaches the age of 18. 
 As with any research involving human participants, approval from the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) was required and obtained.  Assurances were made that 
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confirm the research was conducted in a manner that protected the participants’ rights, 
and that maintained the equitable distribution of benefits and risks among the 
participants.  The study’s overall intent was to identify instructional practices deemed 
most effective in ensuring all students received instructional intervention support in 
reading that promoted academic progress, no matter the students’ background 
experiences or socioeconomic status; thus, justice was ensured.     
Researcher Biases 
 Researchers are concerned with the effect their own underlying assumptions may 
impose upon the data they collect.  Understanding these assumptions required the 
researcher to bracket any prior beliefs and suppositions that may have surfaced through 
the course of the study and in reporting the findings and results.  To address the issue of 
bias within the study’s qualitative stage, the researcher was reminded of Mehra’s (2002) 
findings:  
The qualitative research paradigm believes the researcher is an important part of 
the process. The researcher cannot separate him or herself from the topic/people 
he or she is studying; it is in the interaction between the researcher and research 
that knowledge is created. So the researcher’s bias enters into the picture even if 
the researcher tries to stay out of it” (p. 5).   
 
The researcher has professional experience as an instructional leader at the 
research site with insight into the most beneficial, practical, and relevant training needed 
for teachers in the school.  In order to fully understand the implications of instructional 
practice most conducive to high-need students’ increased reading achievement, the 
researcher must be afforded the real-life experiences of observing instruction in a true 
setting.  The researcher’s prior assumptions about meaningful reading instructional 
delivery and individuals were put aside to allow an open-minded dialogue during the 
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interview process.  In order to eliminate participants’ potential inclination to respond as 
they thought the researcher wanted them to, the researcher reserved the option of using an 
outside interviewer if it became clear that teachers were uncomfortable responding to the 
researcher.  The teachers assured the researcher that they were not opposed to the 
researcher conducting the interviews; thus, the researcher conducted the structured, open-
ended interviews and hand-coded the observation and interview data.  The interviewer 
removed any identifiable information connected to the individual participants; thus, 
coded themes derived from the interview process and classroom observations could not 
be connected to any one individual.  As someone employed in the environment being 
studied, the researcher had to maintain an objective and open-minded approach while 
collecting all data.  
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Chapter 4:  Findings, Analysis, Interpretations, and Synthesis 
 
 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this research study was: 1) to examine the reading progress of 
high-need kindergarten students when a kindergarten classroom teacher with a reading 
certification provided instruction to students as opposed to instruction delivered by 
kindergarten classroom teachers without a reading certification, and 2) to explore how 
teachers’ perceptions and professional training experiences possibly influenced their 
instructional practice. In addition, the researcher explored the effect of an added variable, 
the possible interaction between teacher certification and gender on students’ reading 
achievement.  Due to school districts’ attempts to reduce the achievement gap between 
students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and their more able peers, attention 
must be given to the type of emergent literacy-skill instruction that is provided to students 
upon entry into formal education.  Research indicates the importance of early 
identification and the implementation of effective interventions (Callaghan & Madelaine, 
2012) delivered by professional educators trained in the ability to differentiate for the 
appropriate level of intervention as a means to reduce the gap in reading achievement for 
high-need students entering school (Griffiths & Stuart, 2011).   
The theoretical basis forming the study’s foundation is the teachers’ ability to 
implement an effective reading program in the primary years and identify and diagnose 
students’ varied needs early in order to increase the high-need student’s chances of 
becoming a proficient reader, thus reducing the achievement gap.  In order for teachers to 
provide a strong emergent literacy foundation for young learners, it is necessary for 
teachers to understand the underlying reasons for reading deficits, as some students can 
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be genetically predisposed toward weaknesses in phonological processing skills, while 
others may have demonstrated difficulties in fluency or comprehension skills (Moats, 
2009).  Thus, the instructional practices the teachers employ during the instruction of 
reading are a critical factor in the students’ ability to develop the literacy skills necessary 
to become successful readers.  The results of this study may provide information to aid 
school leaders in the planning of future teacher training in the instruction of reading, and 
identify instructional and intervention methods that will help improve the acquisition of 
emergent literacy skills for students entering formal education.   
There were three research streams to this research study.  These included an 
overview of the optimal instruction and intervention supports determined to be effective 
in increasing literacy-skill attainment for high-need readers after initial identification, the 
professional training experiences of teachers associated with assisting teachers in 
differentiating the varying levels of student literacy-skill deficits and determining the 
most effective instructional support to implement, and exploring the conditions necessary 
to create a literacy environment that differentiates for individual students’ developmental 
and unique learning styles.  This chapter provides quantitative and qualitative finding to 
address the research questions and to provide evidence of results to inform future actions. 
 
Overview 
 
 The central research question posed by the research study was as follows:  What 
influences do the professional training experiences of kindergarten teachers in an rural 
suburban elementary school in southern Pennsylvania have on the DIBELS scores of 
high-need kindergarten students in each of the four classrooms at the school?   The 
assumption was that kindergarten students taught by a teacher with a reading certification 
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would obtain higher DIBELS assessment scores compared to kindergarten students 
taught by teachers without a reading certification.  A possible interaction between teacher 
certification and gender was also explored.  Additional questions stemming from the 
central question focused on evaluating kindergarten teachers’ perceptions and 
professional training experiences in related to the instructional methods they utilized in 
the teaching of reading.  The qualitative observation data and face-to-face teacher 
interviews provided evidence to address the following sub-questions: 
1. What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by teachers on the 
DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students?   
2. How do teachers describe their professional training experiences and their 
ability to instruct high-need students in reading?   
3. How do teachers’ background experiences affect their instructional practice? 
Utilizing a mixed-methods approach, the researcher analyzed registered 
kindergarten students’ DIBELS composite assessment scores, conducted 12 kindergarten 
classroom observations in an elementary school in southern Pennsylvania, as well as 
conducted face-to-face interviews with the four kindergarten teachers at the school.  The 
interviews included questions relative to the teachers’ professional background training 
experiences in the teaching of reading in order to determine a possible influence on the 
reading achievement of students in their classrooms.  Data collected from the 
observations and interviews were analyzed to triangulate the composite DIBELS 
assessment data. 
 The study had two stages.  The first stage of the study included the DIBELS 
composite score data collected from the kindergarten students administered in the spring 
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on the three subtests of the DIBELS Next assessment, which included Letter Naming 
Fluency (LNF), Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF), and Nonsense Word Fluency 
(NWF).  Students eligible to participate were those registered before January 31, 2015 
and whose parents had signed the HRP-502 Consent Form.  The second stage of the study 
included the classroom observation notes and interview data collected from the four 
kindergarten teachers.  Two cohorts were identified from the onset of the study: those 
with a reading certification and those without a reading certification.  The teachers were 
purposefully sampled to participate in the observations and interview stage of the study 
and had provided written consent to the researcher through the HRP-502 Consent Form. 
 This chapter includes two major sections detailing the findings and results 
collected from the study.  The first section, the findings, or descriptive statistics, contains 
the means, frequencies, standard deviations, and narrative data.  The second section 
includes the results, or inferential statistics, based on testing the hypotheses relative to the 
influence a teacher with a reading certification has on the reading achievement of 
kindergarten students and the possible interaction between teacher reading certification 
and gender. 
 Within the first section, data compiled from the school database was used to 
collect quantitative data, which consisted of the DIBELS Next composite assessment 
scores of kindergarten students.  The DIBELS Next assessment instrument (Appendix A) 
was designed by Good and Kaminski (2011) and was used by the school to identify 
students who may be at risk for reading difficulties.  The primary purpose of the 
assessment was to monitor individual student progress toward mastery of designated 
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foundational reading goals as targeted instructional interventions were implemented by 
teachers throughout the students’ kindergarten year. 
 In addition, the first section included qualitative data collected from 12 
observations that were conducted in each of the four kindergarten classrooms, three per 
classroom. The observation protocol (Appendix B) used by the researcher consisted of 
field notes collected during reading instructional activities in each of the classrooms; 
these field notes related to overall general classroom descriptions and descriptions of 
what the teachers and students were doing during the observed time periods.  The 
researcher constructed reflective notes based on the observation data and hand-coded the 
field notes to identify themes that surfaced from the classroom visits. 
 The first section also included qualitative data derived from face-to-face 
interviews conducted with each of the four kindergarten teachers.  The semi-structured 
interview protocol (Appendix C) consisted of 12 open-ended questions, four of which 
related to the professional training experiences of the teachers, four of which related to 
the type of instructional environment the teachers believed to be most conducive to 
assisting students in acquiring emergent literacy skills, two of which related to the 
teachers’ perceptions of the role the reading specialists and literacy coaching model play 
in the delivery of reading instruction within the classroom, and two of which related to 
the types of professional development training teachers perceived to be necessary  to 
improve teacher efficacy in the instruction of reading to high-need students.  The 
researcher transcribed interview responses and then hand-coded them to identify themes 
within the responses.  
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 In the second section, the inferential statistics present the results to test the null 
and alternative hypotheses and determine the differences, if any, between the composite 
DIBELS assessment scores of high-need kindergarten students receiving instruction from 
a teacher with a reading certification compared to high-need students receiving 
instruction by teachers without a reading certification, as well as a possible interaction 
between teacher certification and gender.  A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test 
was used as the statistical procedure to analyze the collected data and answer the research 
question of whether there was a significant statistical difference in the DIBELS scores of 
high-need kindergarten students receiving instruction by a teacher with a reading 
certification compared to high-need kindergarten students receiving instruction by 
teachers without a reading certification.  A two-way ANOVA was also used to explore 
the effect of students’ gender and teachers’ certification on the outcome of the DIBELS 
composite scores.   
 The DIBELS end-of year composite scores for each cohort were extracted from 
the data storage site and entered into an IBM SPSS.  The measure of central tendency 
used was the mean, and the ANOVA to compare means was calculated using IBM SPSS 
22.  The p-value determined by the two-way ANOVA analysis was used to assess 
whether there were statistically significant differences in the mean scores of the two 
cohorts of kindergarten students taught by teachers with or without a reading certification 
and whether there were statistically significant differences in the mean scores of students 
based on the gender of the students in each cohort.  The analysis and coding of themes 
from the classroom observations and individual face-to-face interviews conducted with 
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the four kindergarten teachers provided information that further explained the 
quantitative data. 
 
Findings and Results 
 
 
Findings—Descriptive Statistics 
 
 
Quantitative—DIBELS Next Assessment 
In the school district where the study was conducted, kindergarten students’ early 
literacy progress was monitored using the DIBELS Next assessment instrument 
(Appendix A), which was administered during the fall, winter and spring of the school 
year.  As part of the assessment, four subtests of the DIBELS instrument were used 
throughout the year in order to derive a total composite score for each student during 
each assessment period.  In the fall and winter, students were given the First Sound 
Fluency (FSF) and Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) subtests.  In the winter, students were 
given all four subtests: FSF, LNF, PSF, and NWF.  In the spring, students were given the 
LNF, PSF, and NWF subtests.  The spring end-of-year composite scores were used to 
determine kindergarten students’ reading readiness as grouping preparations were made 
for first grade.  Table 4 provides the overall benchmark goals and cut points for risk in 
percentages for the DIBELS composite scores, with instructional recommendations for 
each cut point set by the DIBELS Next assessment: 
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Table 4.   Overall DIBELS Next Benchmark Goals Levels and Cut Points for Risk                                     
Odds of Achieving Early Literacy 
Goals 
               Score Level                             Likely Support Needed 
80% to 90%        At or above benchmark   Likely to need core support 
 
40% to 60%                                      
 
       Below benchmark—at or  
        above cut point for risk 
 
  Likely to need strategic support 
 
10% to 20% 
 
       Well below benchmark— 
        below the cut point for risk 
 
  Likely to need intensive support 
                                                                                                      Dynamics Measurement Group, Inc. (2010) 
 
 
Table 5 indicates the benchmark goals and cut points for risk set for kindergarten 
based on student scores set by the Dynamics Measurement Group (2010) for the 
beginning, middle, and end-of-year DIBELS individual scores on the PSF and NWF 
subtests.  No benchmarks are set for the LSF subtest.  At the end of the year, students are 
to reach a score at or above 119 to be considered on track for attaining emergent literacy 
skills. 
 
Table 5.   Kindergarten Benchmark Goals and Cut Points for Risk                                    
Measure Score Level Likely Support  
      Needed 
Beginning of 
      Year 
Middle of Year End of Year 
DIBELS 
composite 
score 
 
 
At or Above 
Benchmark 
 
Below 
Benchmark 
 
 
Core Support 
likely 
 
Strategic 
Support likely 
 
Intensive 
Support Likely 
       26+ 
 
 
      13-25 
 
        
       0-12 
 
        122+ 
 
 
       85-121 
 
         
         0-84 
      119+ 
 
 
     89-118 
 
        
       0-88 
                                                                                        Dynamics Measurement Group, Inc. (2010) 
 
 
DIBELS Composite Scores 
At the research site, scores for the beginning, middle, and end of the year were 
used for each of the subtests administered to students to determine the score level and 
support likely needed to reach benchmark goals.  Teachers utilized the DIBELS 
individual subtest scores to determine the specific intervention groups in which students 
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would be placed for additional support, and the end-of-the year total composite scores 
were used in the school as an indicator of reading readiness.  Table 6 indicates the range 
of scores from lowest to highest for each of the two cohort groups that reached or 
exceeded the kindergarten DIBELS composite benchmark goal of 119, as well as 
students that did not reach the benchmark goal.  The group taught by the teacher with a 
reading certification did not have a range of scores for the below-benchmark goal, as the 
lowest overall score was 57, with the next lowest score a 130, which exceeded the 
benchmark goal of 119.  All students from each of the two cohort groups scoring in the 
below benchmark range were identified by the teachers as students in need of intensive 
intervention support. 
 
Table 6.  Range of Scores At/Above and Below Kindergarten DIBELS Benchmark Goal 
Cohort Groups            At or Above            Below 
With Reading Certification 
(N=17) 
         130-330 (N=16)          57* (N=1) 
Without Reading Certification 
(N=53) 
         119-244 (37)        0-118 (N=16) 
*All other scores above with next lowest score at 130 
 
Figure 3 indicates the percentages of students in the two cohort groups that scored 
at or above the benchmark goal of 119 and those that scored below the benchmark goal.   
 
 
            Figure 3.  DIBELS At/Above and Below Benchmark Percentages by Certification     
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 Figure 3 indicates that 16 out of 17 students (94. 1%) instructed by a teacher with 
a reading certification scored at or above the benchmark goal of 119, and only 1 student 
out of 17 (5.9%) scored below.  Out of 53 students instructed by teachers without a 
reading certification, 37 (69.8%) scored at or above the benchmark, and 16 students 
(30.2%) scored below the benchmark goal.   
 In addition, the researcher explored the possible interaction between teacher 
certification and gender.  Figure 4 depicts the percentages of male and female students 
that scored at or above and below the benchmark goal when instructed by a teacher with 
or without a reading certification.   
 
 
 
Figure 4.  DIBELS At/Above and Below Percentages by Gender 
 
 
 
 Figure 4 indicates that 8 males instructed by a teacher with a reading certification, 
7 males (87.5%) scored at or above the benchmark goal of 119 and 1 male (12.5%) 
scored below the benchmark.  Out of 27 males instructed by a teacher without a reading 
certification, 17 males, (63%) scored at or above the benchmark goal while 10 males 
(37%) scored below the benchmark.  All nine females (100%) instructed by a teacher 
with a reading certification scored at or above the benchmark goal.  Of the 26 females 
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taught by a teacher without a reading certification, 21 females (80.8%) scored at or above 
the benchmark goal, with 5 females (19.2%) scoring below the benchmark. 
 DIBELS Mean Composite Score Data 
The total mean scores of the two cohort groups were compared using a two-way 
ANOVA to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the 
DIBELS composite scores of students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification 
compared to students instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  The mean 
DIBELS composite scores for the two cohort groups are shown in Table 7 and are 
represented graphically in Figure 5.  
 
Table 7. Mean DIBELS Composite Score Total by Cohort 
Cohorts             Mean        N Std. Deviation 
Teacher with 
certification  
         190.3529       17   54.75050 
 
Teachers without 
certification 
          
         136.9434 
       
      53 
 
  41.18458 
 
 
Total 
          
         149.9143 
       
      70      
   
  50.05497 
SPSS Statistics (2013), IBM Corporation 
 
 
                           
Within the group containing students instructed by a teacher with a reading 
certification, the mean DIBELS composite score total was 190.3429, with a standard 
deviation of 54.75050.  Seventeen kindergarten students were part of this group.  Within 
the group containing students instructed by teachers without a reading certification, the 
mean DIBELS composite score total was 136.9434, with a standard deviation of 
41.18458.  Fifty-three kindergarten students were part of this group.  Students instructed 
by a teacher with a reading certification had a mean DIBELS composite score 53.3995 
points higher than students instructed by teachers without a reading certification. 
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5.  Graphic Representation of Mean DIBELS Composite Scores 
 
The mean DIBELS composite scores for the each of the cohort groups was 
compared using a two-way ANOVA to determine if there was a statistically significant 
difference in the reading achievement of students based on gender.  The mean DIBELS 
composite scores by cohort groups and gender are shown in Table 8 and represented 
graphically in Figure 6. 
 
Table 8.  Mean DIBELS Composite Score Total by Cohort and Gender 
Cohorts 
Teacher w/certification    
 
                      Sub Total   
                
   Teacher w/o  
   certification 
 
 
                       Sub Total 
 
 
Both Groups 
 
 
                
                       Total                    
         Gender 
          Male    
          Female     
 
           
           Male   
           Female        
 
 
           Male  
 
           Female    
 
                                                         
       Mean 
    189.5000 
    191.1111 
    190.3429    
     
    132.0744  
    142.0000    
    136.9436 
 
    145.2003 
 
    154.6286 
 
149.9144
       N 
       8 
       9  
     17        
 
     27  
     26        
     53        
 
     35       
 
     35       
 
     70 
Std. Deviation 
    78.53116 
    24.44609 
    54.75050 
 
    47.97644 
    32.89255 
    41.18394 
 
    60.23647 
 
    37.55552 
 
    50.05453 
SPSS Statistics (2103), IBM Corporation 
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The mean DIBELS composite score total for males instructed by a teacher with a 
reading certification was 189.5000, with a standard deviation of 78.53116, compared to 
the mean DIBELS composite score total of 132.0744, with a standard deviation of 
47.97644 for males instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  A total of 35 
males were part of the two groups.  Males instructed by a teacher with a reading 
certification scored 57.4256 points higher than males instructed by teachers without a 
certification in reading.  The mean DIBELS composite score total for females instructed 
by a teacher with a reading certification was 191.1111, with a standard deviation of 
24.44609, compared to the mean DIBELS composite score total of 142.0000, with a 
standard deviation of 32.89255 for females instructed by teachers without a reading 
certification.  A total of 35 females comprised the two groups.  Females instructed by a 
teacher with a reading certification scored 49.1111 points higher than females instructed 
by teachers without a reading certification.   
In addition, the mean DIBELS composite score total for females instructed by a 
teacher with a reading certification was 191.1111, compared to the mean DIBELS 
composite score total of 189.5000 for males instructed by a teacher with a reading 
certification, a difference of 1.6111 points.   The mean DIBELS composite score total for 
females instructed by teachers without a reading certification was 142.0000, compared to 
the mean DIBELS composite score total of 132.0744 for males instructed by teachers 
without a reading certification, a difference of 9.9356 points.  The mean DIBELS 
composite score total for all females was 333.1111 and the total for all males was 
321.5744, a difference of 11.537 points. 
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Figure 6.  Graphic Representation of Mean DIBELS Composite Scores by Cohort and Gender 
 
 
Two-Way Analysis of Variance—DIBELS Composite Scores 
A two-way ANOVA was computed to determine whether the interaction between 
the two independent variables, the certification of teachers and gender, was statistically 
significant.  The findings are shown below in Table 9.  The difference in reading 
achievement based on the DIBELS composite scores between the two cohort groups, the 
certification of the teachers, is significant, as p is less than .05 (p= .000).   The difference 
in reading achievement and gender is not significant, as p is more than .05 (p= .649).  The 
difference in reading achievement and the interaction of teacher certification and gender 
is not significant, as p is more than .05 (p= .743). 
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Table 9.  Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable:  DIBELS Scores 
Source  Type III Sum 
of Squares 
            df Mean Square         F      Sig. (p) 
Certification   36423.968              1     36423.968    17.828     .000 
 
 
Gender       427.120              1       427.120        .209     .649 
       
Certification 
* Gender 
      221.848              1       221.848        .109     .743 
 
 
Error  134844.099            66     2043.092 
 
  
Total  1746080.00            70    
 
 
Figure 7 indicates the interaction between the two independent variables, teacher 
certification and gender, and the dependent variable, the DIBELS score data obtained 
from the IBM SPSS 22 (2013) software.  The findings indicate that both males and 
females scored significantly higher on the DIBELS assessments when instructed by a 
teacher with a reading certification compared to instruction delivered by teachers without 
a reading certification. 
 
 
       Figure 7.  Interaction between teacher certification and gender  
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Qualitative—Field Observations 
 
 The purpose of social sciences field explications is to describe observations from 
people, places, or events and to analyze or explain that observation data to identify and 
categorize common themes in relation to a study’s research questions.  The analysis and 
interpretation of the observation data collected in this study was used to answer the 
following research question:  What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by 
teachers on the DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students?  
The content represents the researcher’s interpretation of meaning found in the collected 
data during multiple observational events.  Twelve 30-minute observations were 
conducted in this study. Three observations for each of four kindergarten classrooms 
were conducted over a two-month period utilizing the Observation Protocol (Appendix 
B).   
Procedures 
The observation field notes were collected utilizing the observation protocol 
template (Appendix B) and focused on general classroom descriptions and descriptions of 
activities in which teachers and students were engaged in during the observation periods.  
The twelve observations focused on literacy instruction.  Thus, all observations were 
completed during the 9:15-10:50 a.m. period during the school day, with the exception of 
one observation that was completed from 12:30-1:00 p.m.  This change in schedule was 
the result of a two-hour delay due to inclement weather.  The timeframes represented 
literacy-skill instruction in both reading and writing for the students.  The researcher 
varied the observation times for each teacher to ensure a balanced view of the overall 
literacy program within each classroom.   
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 Classroom Vignettes—Descriptions  
Classroom 1 
A female teacher with 30 years experience in kindergarten but no reading 
certification taught the students in Classroom 1.  The teacher has spent all 30 years at the 
research site.  The classroom was comprised of 19 students, 10 males and 9 females, all 
Caucasian.  The researcher noted that all 19 students were present during the three 
observation periods.  The number of students participating in each of the three 
observations in Classroom 1 is shown in Table 10 below: 
 
Table 10.   Student Observation Participants—Classroom 1 
N=18 Students 
Observation                                   Males                        Females                                   
    
      1 
 
      2  
 
      3                                            
          10 
 
          10              
           
          10                               
             9 
 
             9 
 
             9 
     
 
 
Upon entering the classroom, the researcher immediately noticed three things; the 
room’s cooler temperature, despite the fact that it was winter, the room’s brightness as 
the blinds were pulled open, and the number and variety of visual resources surrounding 
the classroom’s perimeter (the walls, closets, bulletin boards, and blackboard area).  Most 
of these visual resources were in the form of posters and were used to help students 
remember the alphabet, numbers, letter sounds, vowels, and spelling of STAR words. 
The posters were colorful with words matched to pictures to help students with 
identification. For example, a word-family poster with the “ug” ending sound contained a 
picture of a jug with the word “jug”.   
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In addition to the posters, distinct areas were sectioned off within the room to 
allow for play and instruction.  The teacher had arranged the kitchen toys and play area 
along the back of the room allowing ample room for several students to occupy the space 
at the same time; thereby encouraging cooperative play.  The play area was in direct line 
with the classroom bathroom, which permitted easy access for students without 
disrupting the rest of the class or the teacher.  The computer area, also in the rear of the 
classroom, was set up for two students; its location at the rear of the room allowed 
students to engage with educational games on the netbooks without causing a distraction 
to others.  To the right of the play area, the teacher had arranged four student tables with 
enough chairs to seat six. These tables were clustered in the center of the room with 
shelves to divide the student area from the kidney-shaped table the teacher used for 
instruction, as well as her desk. The kidney-shaped table was on the window wall directly 
across from the entrance to the classroom. By not having a large desk in the room, the 
teacher made use of shelving units to house a large number of books, puzzles, learning 
centers, crafts supplies, and student reading materials, which were easily accessible to 
students.  The right side of the kidney-shaped table was blocked off by shelving, which 
deterred students and adults from approaching the teacher from that side.  Students were 
able to navigate the room freely except for this one blocked area, although students could 
easily access the teacher from either side when seated at the kidney-shaped table with 
her.  A large rug with individual colored squares was centered at the front of the room 
along the blackboard.  Students were asked to sit on the squares by colors, which helped 
them learn the color names and also provided a classroom management tool for the 
teacher.  The color of the carpet squares matched the color of the table areas.  Thus, when 
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dismissing students for small-group and independent work, she called students to the 
tables by colors.  The teacher used the carpet area for whole-group instruction and was 
also observed sitting in a rocking chair situated to the left of the kidney-shaped table.  
The researcher observed that the teacher used an easel positioned to the left of the 
rocking chair, with students during whole-group lessons. 
 During all three observations, the teacher was observed using positive 
reinforcement as a method to manage student behavior by pointing out the behaviors she 
wanted to encourage, such as, “I like the way Lucy (pseudonym) is raising her hand.”  
Within the two whole-group observations, multiple students raised their hands to 
volunteer to participate in the group discussion.  During table time, students were given 
the opportunity to talk to one another as they worked independently on assigned activities 
or with one of two female paraprofessionals assigned to the classroom.  However, the 
students’ voices did not reach a level that prevented the teacher from providing small- 
group reading instruction to the students working with her at the kidney-shaped table.  
The researcher noticed students were able to transition between table time and literacy 
center rotations with minimal teacher intervention, which highlighted the fact that the 
teacher had established procedures for classroom routines. Students were to place 
finished work at a designated place in front of the kidney-shape table.  The teacher was 
also comfortable using music within her lessons, as she sang to students during two 
observations during the whole-group Tisket-a-Tasket STAR word game activity and 
during the phonics whole-group phonics lesson on the ending “ug”.  The students 
responded positively and joined in the singing.  This teacher was the only one observed 
leading a whole-group game with her students, the Tisket-a-Tasket STAR word game. 
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Classroom 2 
A female teacher with four years of experience in kindergarten instructed the 
students in Classroom 2.  The teacher did not have a reading certification and had spent 
all four years at the research site.  The classroom consisted of 20 students, 11 males and 9 
females (19 Caucasians and 1 African American male).  During the first observation, 9 
males and 9 females were present, for a total of 18 students.  Nineteen students (10 males 
and 9 females) were present for the second observation, and 20 students (11 males and 9 
females) were present for the third observation.  The number of students that participated 
in each of the three observations in Classroom 2 is shown in Table 11 below: 
 
Table 11.   Student Observation Participants—Classroom 2 
N=20 Students 
Observation                                   Males                        Females                                   
    
      1 
 
      2  
 
      3                                            
          9 
 
         10               
           
         11                                  
             9 
 
             9 
 
             9 
     
 
 The temperature in the Classroom 2 was comfortable compared than that of 
Classroom 1, and was located on the opposite side of the hallway from Classroom 1.  
Similarly to the first classroom, the researcher initially noticed the brightly colored visual 
displays on the walls and around the room that were designed to reinforce early literacy 
skills such as the alphabet, vowels, phonics, sight words, and sentence structure. When 
entering the classroom, the first area the researcher encountered was a play area in the 
rear of the room; it contained a kitchen set, cardboard blocks, and other toys students 
were able to use during center time.  The teacher’s desk was directly to the right of the 
play area.  The desk was full size and the teacher used it as a workspace, keeping her 
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laptop and planning materials on it. The desk faced the front of the room, which was to 
the left of the entrance to the classroom.  To the right of the teacher’s desk was a table 
area with two netbook computers and space for two students, a listening center, and 
individual student bins that contained books leveled for each student.  These areas were 
near the bathroom.  Directly in front of the teacher’s desk were four student tables with 
seating for six.  The teacher positioned the tables to allow visibility when she was seated 
at her desk.  In the far left corner at the front of the room was a kidney-shaped table the 
teacher was observed using for small-group reading instruction.  The blackboard was 
directly behind the kidney-shaped table and across from the square carpeted area.  The 
same colored carpet squares observed in Classroom 1 were also used in this classroom 
with the colors matching the table areas.  The researcher observed students seated on 
individual colored squares during whole-group instruction.  At the front of the room by 
the blackboard, was an easel the teacher used to display charts for instructional purposes 
and a rocking chair the teacher used when reading aloud to students. 
 To the left of the entrance were the closets and the sink.  The closet doors were 
decorated with STAR words, students’ names, and the alphabet.  Every wall had a 
brightly colored visual display in the form of posters that depicted vowels, beginning, 
middle, and ends of words, and sight words students had learned up to the point of the 
observations.  A number line ran the length of the front of the room.  A bulletin board 
directly behind the teacher’s desk displayed student work and shelves of books, craft 
supplies, games, and puzzles were situated along the window wall directly across from 
the entrance.  All of these designated areas were easily accessible to the students with 
sufficient room for them to share the space with each other. 
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 The teacher was observed engaging in small-group instruction and working with 
students at two particular student tables and at the kidney-shaped table.  During the first 
observation, the teacher was seated beside one particular male student who appeared to 
need more direct attention to stay focused.  She checked in with the other four students 
seated at the table with her by asking prompting questions about the illustrations and 
sentences the students were creating, but she needed to provide more direct attention to 
the one male student more than the rest to redirect him and keep him focused on the task. 
While working with the five students at the table with her, the teacher redirected a female 
student at the table to the right of her by asking the student, “What are you supposed to 
be doing when you are finished?”  The student replied, “Reading.”  The teacher 
responded, “It doesn’t look like you are reading.  Find a book and do ‘real’ reading.” The 
teacher-student interaction was respectful, and the student complied by retrieving her bin 
from the rear of the room and choosing a book from it to read. The students working at 
the other two tables were helped by the two female paraprofessionals assigned to the 
classroom.  Both of these individuals checked in with the teacher before instruction and 
were observed prompting students with the same types of questions the teacher was 
asking about the illustrations and sentence structure, such as, “What goes next in your 
sentence?  How do you start a sentence?  Can you add more detail to the person you 
drew?”  They also monitored their groups’ behavior.  One paraprofessional was heard 
telling the students in her group they were being too loud and had to “turn the noise level 
down.”  Both paraprofessionals and the teacher were heard giving positive reinforcement 
to individual students. All three were heard making the comment, “You are doing an 
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awesome job!” Overall, students were on task and were permitted to engage in 
conversation with each other and the adults as they worked.   
The third observation, the whole-group/small-group lesson began at the front of 
the room with students seated on the colored squares and the teacher standing at the easel 
directing students’ attention to the chart paper where she was creating a model of a pen- 
pal letter students could refer to when writing their own.  When given the directive by the 
teacher to move to the tables, students were able to easily transition to the tables to begin 
independent work. Before moving to the tables; however, the teacher asked if students 
understood by saying “Capiche?”  The students answered in unison, “Capiche.”  Each 
table had an adult helper, the teacher, the two paraprofessionals and a female parent 
volunteer.  Three female students were observed going to the chart to look at the teacher 
example as they worked on their letters. The researcher heard one paraprofessional 
encouraging the students in her group to go to the chart if they needed additional help.  
The researcher observed that students were also permitted to choose where they worked 
during independent time, as one student was laying on her stomach on the carpet area 
working on her illustration.  Students were observed moving freely around the room to 
look at STAR words, use the bathroom, retrieve reading materials when finished with the 
writing activity, or use the netbooks to play educational computer games.  The students 
also were observed placing finished work in a bin in front of the teacher’s desk. 
The teacher in Classroom 2 was observed using technology to engage multiple 
students while she instructed the small-group reading skill lesson with four students at the 
kidney-shaped table.  Several students were observed using school-issued iPads and 
iTouch devices uploaded with educational apps to practice phonics, spelling, and math 
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skills.  Some students worked individually, while others were paired together.  The 
researcher talked to three students about the games they were playing and each one was 
able to discuss the object of the game and describe how each was played.  The researcher 
noted the games appeared to be differentiated based on skill level, as students were using 
a variety of games.  No student was observed interrupting the teacher while she was 
instructing the small group, as the students were engaged with the technology. In fact, the 
researcher made note that the students were engaged for a full 20 minutes during 
independent time without any teacher intervention. This uninterrupted time allowed the 
teacher to focus on the phonics skill lesson concerning beginning and ending sounds of 
letters.  She called five students at a time to the table to assess their letter-sound 
knowledge, recording results on a checklist data sheet.  The researcher observed the 
teacher working with three different sets of students for a total of 15 students during the 
observation period.  When the teacher called each student to the table, each responded 
immediately and gave the technology device to a student who was finished the skill 
lesson.  Procedural routines and respectful interactions between students and teacher were 
observed in the classroom, which permitted the teacher optimum time to spend on 
instruction.   
Classroom 3 
The female teacher in Classroom 3 holds a reading certification and has 13 years 
of experience teaching kindergarten.  The first two years of her career she spent teaching 
kindergarten at another elementary school in the district, but she has taught at the 
research site for the past 11 years.  There were 21 students assigned to the classroom, 10 
males and 11 females, all of them Caucasian.  Of the 21 total students, 19 students (8 
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males and 11 females) were present during the first observation, 19 (9 males and 10 
females) were present for the second observation, and 17 students (9 males, and 8 
females) were present for the third observation.  Three male students and two female 
students were observed leaving the classroom during the three observation periods to 
work with the speech teacher or the learning support teacher and reading specialist, both 
of whom were providing additional phonics skill instruction for students in need of more 
intense support.  The number of students that participated in each of the three 
observations in Classroom 3 is shown in Table 12 below: 
 
Table 12.   Student Observation Participants—Classroom 3 
N=21 Students 
Observation                                   Males                        Females                                   
    
      1 
 
      2  
 
      3                                            
          8 
 
          9               
           
          9                                  
            11 
 
            10 
 
             8 
     
 
 
The classroom was located on the same side of the hallway as Classroom 2 and 
was a comfortable temperature. The classroom arrangement was similar to the set-up in 
Classroom 2, only opposite in layout as the two entrance doors were side-by-side.  Upon 
entering the classroom, the researcher observed the same play area as Classroom 2 with 
the placement of the kitchen set, blocks, and other toys students used during free time.  
There was also a book section with student seating located beside the teacher’s desk with 
a bookcase that divided the teacher’s desk from both the reading and play areas.  The 
teacher’s desk was used by the teacher for planning as lesson materials were seen on the 
desk along with the teacher’s laptop.  To the left of the teacher’s desk, a computer center 
with two netbooks and two student chairs was set up for student use. There was also a 
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listening center located on the table beside the computers. The computer area was located 
directly beside the bathroom but away from the student tables.  The four student tables 
used for independent work were positioned directly in front of the teacher’s desk, with 
the kidney-shaped reading table located at the right front of the room beside the same 
colored-square carpeted area noticed in Classrooms 1 and 2.  The individually colored-
square carpeted area was directly in front of the blackboard.  A rocking chair and easel 
were placed to the left of the carpeted area where the teacher was observed providing 
whole-group instruction.   
The carpeted area was sectioned off of the kidney-shaped reading area by book 
shelving and additional easels that held charts of “spicy words”, “winter words”, and 
“January word” lists students were able to access when involved in writing activities. The 
bookcase in the back of the room beside the teacher desk also had a poster attached to it 
that provided students with sentence-starter suggestions.  A bulletin board along the back 
wall contained examples of student work. As noted in the other two cohorts, a plethora of 
visual aids was displayed on the walls across the room in the form of brightly colored 
posters with vowels, numbers in sequence, beginning, middle, and ending of words, and 
common sight words, to name a few. The closets and sink area were along the left wall of 
the classroom and had cards of STAR words, the alphabet, and student names attached to 
the cabinet doors. 
During the first observation, the researcher observed the teacher engaging 
students in a discussion in a review of vowels sounds by using a song to help the- 
remember specific vowels.  The teacher asked a series of questions about the vowel 
sounds heard in certain words, and many students responded by raising their hands to 
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answer her questions.  She made an effort to call on each child at least once during the 
question/answer session.  She praised them for their “good answers” and told them to 
“kiss your brains” because they did so well.  After the review session, the teacher gave 
the students directions for the independent activities they were assigned to complete at 
their table areas.  The students were dismissed to their tables after being given 
differentiated vowel worksheets by the teacher.  Two tables were assisted by two female 
parent volunteers, and at one table, four students worked cooperatively with each other to 
complete their worksheets as they played a vowel card game.  The teacher periodically 
walked to their table to monitor their progress on the worksheet and also checked in with 
the two parent volunteers.  The majority of the teacher’s time was spent working with 
four students in most need of support.  The teacher was observed helping these students 
tap out words to help them hear the sounds each letter made in the word.  One male 
student was observed working on the teacher’s laptop at the teacher’s desk. The 
researcher asked him to describe what he was doing and he said, “I’m reading stories and 
then answering questions about them. I choose the correct answer and see what my score 
is.”  This student is reading above-grade level and receives additional reading instruction 
in a first-grade classroom.   
The students were involved in a writing activity during the second observation.  
The students received minimal help from the teacher and two female paraprofessionals 
assigned to the classroom as the lesson entailed assessing individual student ability to 
complete a district writing prompt, which required an illustration and three sentences.  
Students were encouraged multiple times by the teacher to use the word lists, sentence 
starters, and STAR word posters around the room to help with spelling and word choice. 
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The researcher observed several students leaving their seats to view these resources to 
help with their writing.  In addition, the teacher had classical music playing in the 
background that she told the researcher seemed to calm the students. She said, “This is a 
hard activity for some students especially because we can’t help them.” The teacher 
monitored student work at each table, but also monitored how much help the 
paraprofessionals were providing to students.  One paraprofessional was told not to help 
the students with spelling or sentence construction.  Three students, one male and two 
females, came up to the researcher to share their work and read their sentences.  The 
teacher encouraged them to do so and made a comment to all the students that she was so 
excited about how independently they were able to work on their writing prompt.  As 
students finished the writing activity, they were observed retrieving their “book cubbies” 
as the teacher referred to them, to practice reading their books.  Some students read 
quietly aloud on their own, some in unison, and two male students were observed reading 
to one of the paraprofessionals.  The researcher noted that students did not have to be told 
what to do when they finished their writing.  A routine was in place that pointed to the 
fact that students understood what was to happen when they had completed assigned 
work. 
The third observation was the only time the researcher was able to see students 
involved in guided-reading lessons.  The researcher actually observed two of these 
lessons during the 30-minute period.  All of the students, with the exception of those 
involved in guided reading, were engaged in playing rhyming games using iTouch apps 
to practice phonics, math, spelling, and sight words, or using the two netbook computers 
to play “Word Bingo”.  Each of the two guided-reading lessons involved four students, 
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two females and two males.  The teacher provided the instruction at the kidney-shaped 
table and could easily monitor other students from this vantage point, as the table faced 
the center of the room.  In the first guided-reading lesson, the teacher was working with 
the students on story sequence.  Students were asked to complete a story sequence chart 
to assess comprehension after reading the story with the teacher.  Students received 
individual feedback on their sequence charts and were told to either correct particular 
items or leave to work at a center activity after placing their sequence charts in the 
“finished work bin” in front of the teacher’s desk.  The second group of students, two 
males and two females, were called for guided reading and worked on finding the 
“chunk” words in new vocabulary to help with decoding.  Students were encouraged to 
highlight the chunk—for example “eat” in “eating”—and tap out the new words using 
their fingers as they took turns reading the assigned book.  The researcher noted that no 
students interrupted the teacher during guided-reading instruction. The students were 
engaged in the activities and moved freely around the room to the different learning 
centers without teacher intervention.  Two male students needed only minor redirection 
to use quieter voices and make sure they were using the correct iTouch app. The teacher 
paused briefly from instructing to redirect these two students and praised them for 
quickly making better choices.  They each refocused and remained on task for the 
duration of the observation.  The teacher was heard referring to her students as “ my 
friends”—for example,  “I like how my friends at the yellow table are working quietly 
together”—and providing positive reinforcement for effort as she engaged in small-group 
instruction and visited tables to monitor student progress. 
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Classroom 4 
The female teacher in Classroom 4 is the youngest teacher, with only seven 
months of experience teaching kindergarten.  This is her first contracted teaching 
assignment, and she does not have a reading certification.  There were 20 students 
assigned to her classroom, 9 males and 11 females.  Nineteen of the students were 
Caucasian and one female student was African-American.  One of the male students was 
nonverbal and did not speak to adults or peers during the three observation periods. Of 
the 20 total students, 17 (8 males and 9 females) were present during the first 
observation, 20 (9 males and 11 females) during the second observation, and 17 (9 males 
and 8 females) were present during the third observation.  The number of students that 
participated in each of the three observations in Classroom 4 is shown in Table 13 below: 
 
Table 13.   Student Observation Participants—Classroom 4 
N=20 Students 
Observation                                   Males                        Females                                   
    
      1 
 
      2  
 
      3                                            
          8 
 
          9               
           
          9                                  
            9 
 
           11 
 
            8 
     
 
 
The classroom was located on the same side of the hallway as Classroom 1 and 
shared a similar set-up, only the opposite, as the two entrance doors were side-by-side.  
The temperature was also similar to that in Classroom 1, as it was colder than the 
temperatures in Classrooms 2 and 3.  The kitchen and play areas were located right 
beyond the classroom door with small beanbag chairs placed for students to read.  Along 
the back wall were shelves for books with two additional small chairs students could use 
for independent reading. The teacher’s desk was located just beyond the play area at the 
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rear of the room.  The teacher’s planning materials and laptop were observed on the desk.  
To the right front of the teacher’s desk was a small curved table where two netbooks were 
located.  Two students at a time could use this space.  To the right rear of the teacher’s 
desk, there were additional toys, games, and puzzles students were able to use during 
center time.  The bathroom was also to the right of the teacher’s desk.  On the rear wall 
was a bulletin board that had an example of what to include during the Kid-writing 
lessons as well as examples of student work.  The closets and sink were along the left 
wall of the classroom and cards with STAR words, the alphabet, and student names were 
attached to the cabinets. Three student tables with seating for six were positioned directly 
in front of the teacher’s desk with the kidney-shaped reading table placed directly 
opposite the teacher’s table, also facing the student tables.  The individually colored- 
square carpeted area observed in the other three classrooms was at the front where the 
blackboard was located, which was directly behind the kidney-shaped table.  A rocking 
chair and easel were positioned at the far right corner of the room, and the teacher was 
observed using this space for whole-group instruction.  Individual student bins were 
located on shelves along the window wall, and students were observed retrieving the bins 
during independent work time to practice reading differentiated books contained in each. 
Brightly colored visual posters were also observed; they were focused on early 
literacy skills such as beginning, middle, and ending sounds, sight word vocabulary, the 
alphabet, vowel sounds, February vocabulary, and winter words. The researcher also 
made note of a class-wide behavior system the teacher used to reinforce positive 
behaviors. The teacher had a jar filled with colored “gems” on her desk. “Gems” were 
added to the jar when the class was demonstrating positive behaviors.  The teacher was 
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observed also removing “gems” when the class as a whole did not demonstrate positive 
behaviors.   
The researcher noticed the teacher removing “gems” from the jar during the first 
classroom observation.  The lesson began as a whole-group review of the beginning, 
middle, and ending sounds of words with the teacher and students seated on the carpet, 
tapping out the sounds of words.  The teacher directed students to move to their seats at 
the tables and retrieve the materials they needed for additional practice. Two tables of 
students got out their slates and markers and were told they would independently write 
the words the teacher gave to the class, while the third table of students was told to work 
with partners and use magnetic letters on a tray to “write” the words.  During the 30-
minute observation, the teacher had to redirect the students several times to focus on 
directions or to get quiet.  During the lesson review, the teacher managed student 
behavior by saying, “Freeze.  One, two, three, eyes on me.  Hands on your head if you 
hear me, eyes on me if you see me.”  She directed students to look at her so she knew 
they were ready for the next word.  She continued with the next few words and when she 
was not getting a response to the questions she was asking such as, “What’s the middle 
sound you hear in that word?  What’s the first sound in bed?”  She took a “gem” from the 
class jar and told the students they were loosing it because they were not following 
directions.  She also reinforced positive behaviors by pointing out students who were 
exhibiting them.  On one occasion during the whole-group review, the teacher remarked, 
“I like how these two girls are working together.”  Students transitioned to independent 
quiet work time as the teacher counted backwards to one while students put their 
materials away.  When everyone was ready, the teacher explained she was giving 
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students a worksheet on which some students would write all the sounds in the words, 
others would write the beginning and ending sounds in the words, and some would write 
just the beginning sound. She emphasized it was important to tap out the words and that 
this was to be quiet time.  A few minutes into the independent time, the teacher took 
another “gem” from the jar because students were not quiet and some were still not 
following directions.  When students were finished with the worksheets, they were 
observed placing them in the completed work bin by the teacher’s desk and taking a 
Popsicle stick with their names on it that directed them to their center activity.  Most of 
the students went to the center activity and began working or playing, but two boys out of 
sight of the teacher were pretending to use Karate moves with each other.  The researcher 
eventually intervened as the students were becoming more aggressive.  Two other 
students were not able to log onto the computers and were admonished by the teacher for 
not remembering they should not sit and do nothing, but should have retrieved their 
reading materials until the teacher could help them.  There were no adult helpers present 
during this observation. 
The second observation was a Kid Writing lesson; two female paraprofessionals 
and one female parent volunteer were available to help students at each of the tables 
while the teacher worked with four students at one of the tables, specifically seating 
herself beside one female student who was having a difficult time focusing on her work.  
On one occasion, the student fell out of her chair, but the teacher continued to refocus her 
and praise her when she showed effort. In addition to working with this student group, 
the teacher visited each of the other tables, checking in on their progress.  She was 
observed paying particular attention to the male nonverbal student to determine how 
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effectively the picture book he was given was helping the adults figure out what he 
wanted to write.  At the conclusion of this lesson, the teacher brought the whole class 
together again to the carpet area and asked student volunteers to share their pictures and 
their sentences.  Several students volunteered to share.  The teacher praised each one and 
acknowledged their good writing and pointed out the details the students used in their 
illustrations. 
During the third observation, the researcher observed students working on center 
activities at each of the tables. A female parent volunteer worked with a group of five 
students on the ending “ug”, the teacher worked with five students on a writing piece 
about what they would do if they were the president, a paraprofessional worked with six 
students playing a coin recognition game, and four students worked independently on 
creating individual drawings of the American flag.  The researcher asked one female 
student if she knew what the parts of the flag stood for and she, as well as the other three 
students were eager to tell the researcher about the flag.  They told the researcher the 
teacher had read a book about the flag to them and pointed to a real flag that was draped 
over the teacher’s rocking chair.   
Transitions were observed to be smooth during this observation and students 
moved from one table to the next as they finished the activities in each area. The 
researcher also made note of the fact that the TV was on with a live shot of the eagle nest 
at a nearby state park.  The teacher remarked to the researcher that the students had asked 
if they could watch it after the teacher had shared information about the eagle with the 
class. 
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Results 
  Learning Environment 
All four classrooms shared common types of visual aids and resources available 
for student use within the classroom.  Each of the four kindergarten teachers displayed 
visual posters depicting the shapes (triangle, square, rectangle, circle); patterns, colors; 
money (1¢, 5¢, 10¢, 25¢); numbers in sequence; days of the week; the months; the 
alphabet with beginning sounds and pictorial representations; ending sounds (ay, an, in, 
it, and, at, ing, ox, ug), which were added as each new ending sound was introduced and 
practiced; the STAR words; Word Walls; January and February vocabulary words; winter 
vocabulary words; ordinal numbers; vowels; the class schedule; lunch count derived from 
tally marks and converted to a math addition number sentence; and the seasons.  One 
teacher created a graphic representation to help students remember the elements to 
include in the illustrations they created for the Kid Writing lessons, as well as writing 
prompts that students could use to generate ideas for their writing (my family, animals, 
my school, food, my friends).  A morning sentence starter was displayed on the front 
blackboard in each classroom (Yesterday was _______, Today is ________, Tomorrow 
will be ________.) in which students selected the correct day of the week to complete the 
sentence.   
 Objects and Materials Culture 
A routine was observed in all four classrooms that required students to identify 
the current school day by month, day, and year; the existing weather condition; the 
temperature; and a discussion about how students should dress based on the weather and 
temperature. In addition, each of the four classrooms featured a bulletin board and 
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designated hallway areas with displays of students’ work.  All four teachers utilized 
volunteers and paraprofessionals to help during the English Language Arts (ELA) block 
when students were assigned independent seatwork at tables.   
Classroom Organization 
 The four classrooms were organized similarly, each including a kidney-shaped 
table used for guided reading and reading-skill instruction, a square carpet area at the 
front of the room used for whole-group discussion, a computer area, bookshelves, student 
bins containing books at each child’s reading level, a craft center, puzzles, and games, a 
play area with large blocks and a kitchen, a reading area, a math area, a listening center, a 
sink and water fountain, a bathroom, a TV, and student tables that could seat up to five 
students and one adult at a time.  Three of the classrooms also included a teacher desk.  
The reading table served the dual purpose of instructional area and teacher desk in one 
classroom (Classroom 1).  The teacher in Classroom 1 preferred to use the additional for 
extra shelves containing books; games; craft supplies; and math, reading, and writing 
activities.  The following classroom maps provide a general graphic illustration of the 
organization of each of the four classrooms:  
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Figure 8.  Classroom 1 Map                                          (Classroom Architect, 2000-2008)   
             
 
Figure 9.  Classroom 2 Map                                    (Classroom Architect, 2000-2008)                             
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Figure 10.  Classroom 3 Map                                           (Classroom Architect, 2000-2008)                             
  
 
Figure 11.  Classroom 4 Map                                            (Classroom Architect, 2000-2008)                             
 
 
 Observation Categories and Themes 
The researcher focused on reading instruction that was delivered to students 
during the 12 classroom observations, varying the role as participant and non-participant 
observer in order to ascertain whether students understood the objectives of the lesson 
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and the seatwork activity assigned to them.  The observation field notes were analyzed by 
hand since the researcher “moved back and forth between the notes and abstract 
perceptions, between inductive and deductive reasoning, and between description and 
interpretation” (Merriam, 2009, p. 176) in an attempt to answer the research question of 
the possible effect the instructional methods utilized by teachers have on the DIBELS 
reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students.  An open-coding process 
was used to develop categories from the data analysis and the frequency in which each 
category appeared within the data. The categories and frequency of themes derived from 
the 12 observations are depicted in table form and listed as General Descriptions, Teacher 
Descriptions, and Student Descriptions, the subheadings on the Observation Protocol 
(Appendix B).  Each of these categories related to the three research streams developed 
from the literature review: Instruction and Intervention, Professional Training 
Experiences of Teachers, and Differentiation of Reading Instruction.   
Categories and frequency of themes for the first subheading, General 
Descriptions, are shown in Table 14, followed by a narrative discussion for each 
classroom: 
 
Table 14.   General Descriptions 
N=12 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                      Percentages                                       
    
Whole group instruction            2                 
                                            
         16.7%      
Small group instruction 
 
Combination W/S group                             
 
Use of adult helpers                     
          4                                          
 
6         
 
          9                 
          33.3% 
          
            50% 
 
            75% 
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General Descriptions--Instructional Delivery 
Whole-group instruction accounted for 16.7% of the total observations, small- 
group instruction for 33.3% of the total observations, and a combination of whole- 
group/small-group instruction was observed for 50% overall.  Adult helpers were 
observed working with students during 75% of the observation periods.  The three 
observations conducted in Classroom 1 indicated that 33% of the instruction was 
provided through a small-group arrangement, while 67% were observed utilizing a 
whole-group format.  Classroom or instructional support included three adults helpers, 
two paraprofessionals and one parent volunteer who worked with student groups, as the 
teacher was instructing in a small-group setting; no adult helpers were present during 
whole-group instruction.  The frequency and percentages of the General Descriptions for 
Classroom 1 are displayed in Table 15 below: 
 
Table 15   General Descriptions—Classroom 1 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                      Percentages                                       
    
Whole group instruction            2                 
                                            
         67%      
Small group instruction 
 
Combination W/S group                             
 
Use of adult helpers                     
          1                                          
 
0         
 
          2                 
         33% 
          
           0% 
 
         67% 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
 During the two Classroom 2 observations, the researcher observed a whole-group 
discussion and review of directions, followed by small-group instruction. Students were 
directed to work on table activities, with either the teacher or the two paraprofessionals 
and a parent volunteer 67% of the time, while small-group instruction with three adult 
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helpers was observed 33% of the time.  The frequency and percentages of the General 
Descriptions for Classroom 2 are displayed in Table 16 below: 
 
Table 16.  General Descriptions—Classroom 2 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                      Percentages                                       
    
Whole group instruction            0                 
                                            
          0%      
Small group instruction 
 
Combination W/S group                             
 
Use of adult helpers                     
          1                                          
 
2         
 
          3                 
         33% 
          
         67% 
 
       100% 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
In Classroom 3, 67% of the instruction began first with a whole-group discussion 
and review of lesson objectives with directions for table activities, followed by small- 
group instruction with the help of two paraprofessionals and two parent volunteers.  
Small-group instruction with no adult helpers was observed 33% of the time.  The 
frequency and percentages of the General Descriptions for Classroom 3 are displayed in 
Table 17 below: 
 
Table 17.   General Descriptions—Classroom 3 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                      Percentages                                       
    
Whole group instruction            0                 
                                            
          0%      
Small group instruction 
 
Combination W/S group                             
 
Use of adult helpers                     
          1                                          
 
2         
 
          2                 
        33% 
          
        67% 
 
        67% 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
The observations conducted in Classroom 4 indicated that 67% of the instruction 
was provided through whole-group discussion, followed by small-group instruction 33% 
of the time.  In one of the two whole-group/small-group combinations, no adult helpers 
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were present, while two paraprofessionals and one parent volunteer were observed 
helping groups of students during the second whole-group/small-group observation and 
also during the small-group only instruction.  The frequency and percentages of the 
General Descriptions for Classroom 4 are displayed in Table 18 below: 
 
Table 18.  General Descriptions—Classroom 4 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                      Percentages                                       
    
Whole group instruction            0                 
                                            
          0%      
Small group instruction 
 
Combination W/S group                             
 
Use of adult helpers                     
          1                                          
 
2         
 
          2                 
         33% 
          
         67% 
 
         67% 
     
 
     
 
     
 
Categories and frequency of themes for the second subheading, Teacher 
Descriptions are shown in Table 19 below followed by a narrative discussion for each 
classroom: 
 
Table 19  Teacher Descriptions 
N=12 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                       Percentages                                       
    
Phonics instruction            6                 
                                            
           50%      
Kid Writing 
 
Guided reading groups                           
 
Differentiation 
 
Technology     
 
Music/Song      
 
Art                      
 
Use of assessments                                         
          5                                          
 
1              
 
         12   
 
          5    
 
          4   
 
          6   
 
         12                                                                                                                    
         41.6% 
          
           8.3% 
 
          100% 
 
         41.6% 
 
         33.3% 
 
            50% 
 
          100%
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Teacher Descriptions—Lesson Study and Teaching Practices 
The instructional focus in each of the four classrooms varied between phonics- 
skill instruction and Kid Writing lessons, with the exception of one visit in which guided- 
reading instruction was observed.  Phonics instruction accounted for 50% of the total 
observations, Kid Writing 41.6%, and guided-reading instruction 8.3% of the 
observations.  The three observations conducted in Classroom 1 indicated that 67% of the 
reading instruction was focused on phonics skills reinforcement, while 33% involved a 
Kid Writing lesson.  One phonics lesson was geared toward the whole group, as students 
engaged in a game in which they took turns drawing a card from the basket and calling 
on another student to say and spell out the word on the card.  The teacher encouraged 
students to sound out words by asking, “What does the ‘o’ say? What does the ‘k’ say?”  
The second phonics lesson, also whole-group, involved identifying words that ended with 
the  “ug” sound.  The teacher provided opportunities for the students to practice recalling 
words with the “ug” ending by having them listen to a story, Miss Pug, which contained 
multiple “ug” words, and asking students to volunteer to locate and circle the “ug” words 
in a poem written on large chart paper.  Once this activity was complete, students were 
required to complete worksheets independently to assess their understanding of the “ug” 
endings in words.  
During the Kid Writing lesson, the researcher observed all students involved in 
the writing activity at the tables with assistance from an adult helper; however, four 
students worked in a small group with the teacher.  The teacher asked the students to 
think about who, what, and where their stories would take place while requiring them to 
draw their story illustrations before writing at least two sentences that went along with 
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the illustrations.  While the students worked, the teacher asked questions such as, “How 
do you spell ‘in’?  How do you spell ‘is’?” The teacher also encouraged students to sound 
out words when writing and insisted on correct punctuation by stating, “This is a new 
sentence so what kind of letter does that have to be?  What mark goes at the end of your 
sentence?”  The teacher asked questions to help students construct their sentences, such 
as, “Crashed into what? You put this person in your picture, but what does that person 
have to do with your story?” 
 The observations conducted in Classroom 2 indicated that 67% of the 
instructional focus was on Kid Writing, with 33% focused on phonics-skill instruction.  
In each of the two Kid Writing lessons, all of the students were involved in the activity, 
but the teacher worked in a small group with specific students.  The first Kid Writing 
lesson was observed as exclusively small-group instruction with the teacher reminding 
the students to think about what comes at the end of a sentence while prompting them 
with questions such as, “What comes next in the sentence?  Read your sentence to me.  
Does it make sense?  What word do you have to use next?”  Adult helpers assisted the 
students at the other tables who were completing their illustrations and sentences. The 
second Kid Writing activity initially involved a whole-group lesson in which the teacher 
modeled how to write a letter to a pen pal by constructing one with the class on chart 
paper for students to refer to as they independently completed a letter with an illustration.  
Once students had been directed to tables, the teacher worked with a small group of five 
students to help them start the letter and write at least three sentences.  Students were 
encouraged to “stretch” their words and to use the word wall to help with spelling.  
During the one observed phonics lesson, the teacher was working with a small group of 
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four students at a time, assessing their knowledge of beginning letters and the sounds the 
letters make to form words.   
 The observations conducted in Classroom 3 indicated that 33.3% of instructional 
time was focused on phonics, 33.3% on Kid Writing, and 33.3% on guided-reading 
instruction.  The phonics lesson began as whole-group, in which the teacher focused on 
where vowels appeared in words and why vowels were special, providing practice with 
vowel sounds, particularly words that included “bossy b” and “silent e” sounds.  The 
lesson transitioned to small-group instruction in which the teacher worked with a group 
of four students to help them practice tapping out words while two parent volunteers 
worked with the two other student groups, helping one group practice the sounds of 
letters to make words while another group practiced writing the vowels that were heard in 
each of the words shown to students.  
One Kid Writing lesson involved an initial whole-group discussion in which 
students reviewed what good writers do and what students could do if they did not 
remember how to spell a word, such as searching the word walls in the room to help with 
spelling.  The teacher asked other questions about what spicy words were, how using 
these words would make the students’ writing more interesting, and how a good writer 
starts a story.  As students prepared to write independently, the teacher provided them 
with a writing prompt, which required them to write about a day they played outside.  
Students were encouraged to include details about whom they played with and what they 
did, as well as reminders to include a beginning, middle, and an ending to their stories as 
they completed an illustration and three sentences.  As the students worked, the teacher 
and two paraprofessionals walked around to each group and monitored individual student 
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progress.  Charts with a list of January vocabulary words and spicy words were provided 
to help students with word choice.   
The single guided-reading lesson was observed in Classroom 3 and involved two 
groups of four students each.  The first group of students worked with the text Ice Cream 
Soup as they orally read the story and answered comprehension questions about it. After 
a discussion about the story, the teacher required students to complete independently a 
sequence chart with details about the beginning, middle, and end of the story.  Students 
received individual feedback about their responses and were asked to make corrections to 
the sequence chart as needed.  The second group of four students was called to the 
reading table and directed to write the new vocabulary words “went” and “down” on their 
slates, sounding out each word as they wrote it down and then checking their words 
against the teacher’s.  The teacher directed students to take turns reading the story aloud 
as she taught students to use highlighting and chunking techniques to help them decode 
new words, for example finding and highlighting the chunk “eat” in the word “eating”. 
 The observations conducted in Classroom 4 indicated that instruction was focused 
on phonic skills 67% of the time, while Kid Writing was the focus for 33% of the time.  
The first phonics lesson began as whole-group instruction in which students were given a 
series of words to practice orally beginning sounds and to use the decoding strategy of 
tapping out the sounds to decode the words.  Students were then directed to their tables 
and provided with either a slate and markers or a magnetic tray of letters to practice 
decoding words.  The students with the slates were directed to write independently the 
word, hide it, and then show it when asked.  The students with the magnetic letters were 
encouraged to work with a partner to place the letters together and construct the words 
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the teacher orally gave the class.  Throughout the practice session, the teacher asked 
questions such as, “What’s the first sound? What’s the middle sound?  What’s the end 
sound you hear in the word?”  
 In the second phonics lesson, a small group of students worked with a parent 
volunteer on the “ox” word ending, while the teacher monitored student progress, helping 
a small group of students finish a sentence and illustration about the prompt, “If I were 
the President, I would _______________.   The Kid Writing lesson involved writing a 
pen-pal letter.  The teacher initially involved students in a whole-group discussion for a 
review of the parts of a letter before dismissing students to tables, where they were 
directed to complete an illustration about the subject of the letter before completing a 
letter template.  The teacher worked with a small group while two paraprofessionals and 
a parent volunteer worked with the other three student groups.  The teacher and the adult 
helpers guided students to use correct punctuation, letter-formation and spacing, as well 
as to refer to classroom resources for help with spelling.  The students were required to 
write at least two sentences and were invited to share their work orally with the class at 
the end of the lesson. 
 Differentiation was observed in all 12 (100%) of the observations and varied by 
formal and informal assessments, oral and written, as well as by instructional process, 
grouping, or assessment outcomes.  All four classrooms incorporated a variety of literacy 
centers between which students rotated between each during independent seatwork time 
while the teacher provided small-group and individualized student instruction.  The 
centers included practice with STAR words; the beginning, middle, and ending of words; 
writing letters and words; and oral reading fluency practice, with books leveled for each 
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student.  The practice seatwork activities included differentiated worksheets that 
accommodated students’ ability levels.  For example, some students had to trace the 
ending of words on a worksheet, other students had to write the words in a word family, 
and another group had to write the words that went with the pictures on a worksheet.  Kid 
Writing lessons provided opportunities for students to work one-on-one with an adult as 
they completed the sentences and illustrations, and small-group phonics lessons enabled 
all four teachers to work with students individually to monitor progress in letter and 
sound recognition.  Technology was available for students who required additional 
reinforcement in phonics or enrichment in reading activities.  One student in Classroom 3 
was observed leaving the classroom during guided reading to participate in a first-grade 
classroom’s guided reading group.  Other students left each of the other three classrooms 
during various times to participate in a phonics intervention groups provided by a 
learning support teacher, a reading specialist, or a paraprofessional, or to receive speech 
and language support from the speech teacher.  In addition, the researcher observed time 
provided to students to participate orally in whole-group discussions, communicate with 
peers and adult helpers during table time, and to share their work orally with peers and 
the teachers. 
 The researcher observed technology being used 42% overall in the four 
classrooms.  The researcher observed the use of technology in the literacy centers once in 
Classroom 1 as students used apps uploaded to the two classroom netbooks, an iPad, and 
a Kindle to play phonics games.  Technology was observed being used once in 
Classroom 2 when students used the apps on several school iPads and iTouch devices to 
play phonics games, twice in Classroom 3 as the researcher observed four students using 
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the iTouch device to practice beginning sounds of words and two students used the 
classroom netbooks to play “Word Bingo”, and during a second classroom observation, 
one student used the teacher’s computer to work on an enrichment activity in which the 
student read passages and answered multiple-choice comprehension questions presented 
in game format.  Technology was observed in use once in Classroom 4 as two students 
were assigned to the computer area to use the apps uploaded onto two classroom 
netbooks to practice phonics skills. 
 Some form of music or song was observed 33% of the time during four 
observations, twice in Classroom 1 and twice in Classroom 3.  In Classroom 1, the 
teacher used music to engage students in the card basket game by singing “A tisket, a 
tasket, I have a card in my basket.”  Students were encouraged to sing along.  The teacher 
also sang the “ug” poem with students after they had completed finding and circling all 
the “ug” words within the poem.  In Classroom 3, the teacher played classical music in 
the background as students completed the winter Kid Writing prompt independently; she 
also incorporated song into the phonics lesson when reviewing vowel sounds in words. 
Art was incorporated into the reading instructional block in all four classrooms 
50% of the time during the five observations of Kid Writing lessons and once during 
table activities.  A prescribed method for teaching Kid Writing includes creating an 
illustration to go along with the student-constructed sentences.  In each of the four 
classrooms, students modeled what they had been taught to include in their drawings such 
as the right colors for objects and enough detail to help the teachers identify who, what, 
and where within the drawings.  In addition to the five Kid Writing lessons, the 
researcher also observed that art was incorporated as part of the table activities in 
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Classroom 4 when the students were asked to complete a painting of the American flag 
after hearing an informational read-aloud about the meaning of the stars and stripes on 
the flag.  
 Assessments were observed being used during all 12 (100%) of the observations.  
The researcher observed the four teachers assessing students both formally and 
informally during small-group reading instruction by using skill checklists to monitor 
students’ ability to identify the letters of the alphabet and the sounds for each letter 
stringing them together to make words as students tapped or sounded out words as a 
decoding strategy.  Teachers were observed using the decoding strategies with students as 
they engaged in constructing sentences during the Kid Writing lessons.  The teacher in 
Classroom 1 asked students to sound out the words.  The teachers in Classrooms 2, 3, and 
4 were observed physically tapping words out with their fingers as they encouraged 
students to do the same.  All four teachers were observed providing written remarks on 
illustrations and the sentences students completed for Kid Writing.  The marks included 
correct spelling of words, punctuation, the comment “add more detail,” and smiley faces.  
 In the second observation in Classroom 3, the teacher was observed giving the 
district winter writing assessment to the students.  It was presented in the same format as 
the Kid Writing lessons; however, the teacher and adult helpers provided minimal 
support to students. The literacy centers and table activities observed indicated a method 
by which teachers could monitor students’ independent progress in phonics skills and 
spelling in all four classrooms as worksheets were provided in several of these sessions to 
record student responses.  Reading comprehension was measured in Classroom 3 with the 
use of the sequence chart during the guided-reading lesson.  In addition, the researcher 
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observed students placing completed worksheets in a particular area in each classroom 
for the teacher to check at a later time. Students were reminded in all four classrooms 
where their completed work should be placed.  Categories and frequency of themes for 
Teacher Descriptions are shown for each classroom in the Tables 20, 21, 22, and 23 
below: 
 
Table 20.   Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 1 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                       Percentages                                       
    
Phonics instruction            2                 
                                            
           67%      
Kid Writing 
 
Guided reading groups                           
 
Differentiation 
 
Technology     
 
Music/Song      
 
Art                      
 
Use of assessments                                         
          1                                          
 
0              
 
          3   
 
          1    
 
          2   
 
          1   
 
          3                                                                                                                   
           33% 
          
             0% 
 
          100% 
 
             33% 
 
             67% 
 
              33% 
 
            100%
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
 
Table 21.   Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 2 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                       Percentages                                       
    
Phonics instruction            1                 
                                            
           33%      
Kid Writing 
 
Guided reading groups                       
 
Differentiation 
 
Technology     
 
Music/Song      
 
Art                      
 
Use of assessments                                         
          2                                          
 
0                 
 
          3 
           
          1 
             
          0   
 
          2   
 
          3                                                                                                                   
           67% 
          
             0% 
 
          100% 
            
             33% 
 
               0% 
 
              67% 
 
            100%
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Table 22.   Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 3 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                       Percentages                                       
    
Phonics instruction            1                 
                                            
           33.3%      
Kid Writing 
 
Guided reading groups                       
 
Differentiation 
 
Technology     
 
Music/Song      
 
Art                      
 
Use of assessments                                         
          1                                          
 
          1                 
 
          3 
           
          2 
             
          2   
 
          1   
 
          3                                                                                                                   
           33.3% 
          
           33.3% 
 
          100% 
            
             67% 
 
             67% 
 
             33% 
 
            100%
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 23.   Teacher Descriptions—Classroom 4 
N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                       Percentages                                       
    
Phonics instruction            2                 
                                            
             67%      
Kid Writing 
 
Guided reading groups                       
 
Differentiation 
 
Technology     
 
Music/Song      
 
Art                      
 
Use of assessments                                         
          1                                          
 
0                 
 
          3 
           
          1 
             
          0   
 
          2   
 
          3                                                                                                                   
             33% 
          
               0% 
 
          100% 
            
             33% 
 
               0% 
 
             67% 
 
            100%
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Categories and frequency of themes for the third subheading, Student 
Descriptions, are shown in Table 24, followed by a narrative discussion for each 
classroom: 
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Table 24.   Student Descriptions 
 N=12 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                    Percentages  
 
Individualized support 
 
Engagement 
 
On-task behavior 
 
Use of resources                          
 
       10                                
 
       11                                            
 
       10                             
 
   7  
 
        83%                
 
        92% 
           
        83% 
 
        58% 
 
       
 
     
 
     
 
     
  
Student Descriptions—Support Focused on Instruction 
Students were observed receiving individualized support 83% of the time in the 
four classrooms.  In Classroom 1, 67 % of the observations indicated that students 
received one-on-one attention from either the teacher or adult helpers while engaged in 
the Kid Writing lesson, during table and learning center activities, or as a pullout 
intervention group with the paraprofessional.  Within the first observation of the Kid 
Writing lesson, students received individualized support from the teacher and adult 
helpers when constructing and editing sentences.  The teacher asked questions of 
individual students such as, “This is a new sentence, so what kind of letter does that have 
to be?”  During the second observation in Classroom 1, student progress was monitored 
as the teacher walked around to observe each group, but no students worked with the 
teacher individually. During the third observation, the paraprofessional came to the 
classroom to retrieve three students for a phonics intervention group provided by the 
paraprofessional and learning support teacher in another room. 
In Classroom 2, individualized student support was observed 100% of the time 
during the three observations.  During the first observation, the teacher worked with four 
struggling students on the Kid Writing activity, assisting students on an individualized 
basis when each was ready to begin constructing the sentences.  The three adult helpers 
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also provided the same individualized support to students assigned to them as they 
worked on Kid Writing.  The teacher was providing a small group of students with 
individualized attention during a phonics skills lesson throughout the duration of the 
second observation, and individualized support was observed in the third visit during the 
pen-pal writing activity as the teacher and three adult helpers worked with small groups 
of four and five students as students composed their letters.      
Individualized student support was observed 67% of the time in Classroom 3.  
During the first observation, the teacher provided individualized support to a group of 
four students while focused on a phonics skill lesson, with adult helpers providing the 
same level of support to the student groups of students. In the third observation, students 
were given individual support and feedback during the guided-reading group instruction.  
In the second observation, individual student support was not observed, as students were 
completing the district winter writing prompt, which requires the task to be completed 
independently in order to assess student progress toward the end-of-year kindergarten 
writing benchmark.    
Students were observed receiving individualized support 100% of the time in 
Classroom 4, as the teacher was observed circulating from one table to the next in the 
first observation to monitor student progress with table activities while also providing 
one-on-one assistance to individual students as needed.  In addition, the teacher checked 
in with a new student five times during the observation period to ensure the student 
understood the directions for the assigned activity.  The second classroom visit included a 
pen-pal writing activity; thus, students received individualized support from the teacher 
and the three adult helpers assigned to tables as students completed their illustrations and 
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sentences.  Within the third observation, the teacher was observed providing 
individualized attention to each student at least once during the observation to monitor 
progress during completion of the literacy center activities.  Two adult helpers were 
observed providing similar individualized student support.  
Students were engaged in the learning activities 92% of the time overall in the 
four classrooms.  Only during one observation did the researcher observe four students 
not engaged in the assigned learning activities. Unengaged activity occurred during the 
first observation in Classroom 4.  Two students were finished with the table activities and 
were permitted to choose to work in the literacy center area.  Instead, the students, out of 
sight of the teacher, pretended to fight each other using karate moves and became so 
involved in the simulation that the researcher felt compelled to intervene. The students 
quickly stopped when they realized the researcher had seen them and moved into the 
literacy center area.  Two other students had chosen the computer area and were trying to 
log onto an alphabet game.  Neither of the students could remember how to log on; thus, 
they spent five minutes of center time not doing anything.  The teacher came over to 
check on the two students and reminded them that they were supposed to read their books 
from their reading bins until the teacher was able to help them.  The teacher stated, “You 
both know you are to get your reading books until I can help you.  You are not ever 
supposed to sit and do nothing.”  
Student behavior was observed as being on-task 83% of the time during the 12 
observations.  Within Classrooms 2 and 3, most students were on-task throughout the 
observation period, with one student in each classroom needing a verbal reminder to 
refocus attention on the independent table activities during the three observations. During 
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the third observation in Classroom 2, the off-task student was reminded, “That’s two.” 
The child quickly refocused and continued on-task for the remainder of the observation.  
In the third observation in Classroom 3, one student was supposed to be working 
independently on written reading responses based on the book Caterpillar Diary, but the 
teacher had to refocus him on completing the worksheets he had been given.  He did so 
and was able to finish the assignment during the observation period.   
During the first observation in Classroom 1, one student from each of the three 
table groups was able to explain to the researcher the objective for the assignment they 
were given.  In the second observation in Classroom 1, three students were not sitting to 
meet the teacher’s expectations prompting the teacher to state, “I like how some of my 
friends are sitting crisscross applesauce.”  Within the same observation period, the 
teacher used the “freeze/melt” technique to refocus the class so the directions for the 
literacy stations could be re-explained.  Students were told to “freeze” in place and then 
slowly “melt” when they were ready to listen.  In the third observation in Classroom 1, 
four male students were observed having a difficult time staying on-task.  The teacher 
provided phrases such as, “I like the way I saw hands go up, and I like the eye glue I have 
from the girls” and “I like the way some of you are waiting patiently,” to refocus the male 
students on the whole group “ug” phonics lesson.  One male student was playing with his 
shoestrings and talking to the student beside him, another male student was looking 
around the room, eventually turning his body away from the teacher, and two other male 
students were observed giggling and talking to one another.   
During the first observation in Classroom 4, students required multiple 
redirections from the teacher in order to remain on-task during table activities.  As the 
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teacher was providing whole-group instruction and reviewing the beginning, middle, and 
ending of words, the teacher stopped once to address the whole class by stating, “Freeze.  
One, two, three, eyes on me.”  When students’ attention drifted off-task again during the 
lesson, the teacher told the class she would have to remove a “gem” from the class jar 
because the students were not following directions.  The teacher eventually removed a 
second “gem” from the jar as the directions were explained a second time, but several 
students continued not to follow them.  This technique worked for short periods; 
however, the teacher continued to use verbal statements such as, “If you are listening, 
your voice should be quiet so you can follow directions”, and  “Hands on your head if 
you hear me, eyes on me if you see me” as a method to refocus student attention. 
 Students were observed using resources in the classroom 58% of the time during 
the 12 observation periods.  In Classroom 1, students were observed using resources 67% 
of the time or during two of the three observations.  In the first observation, students were 
seen independently using the literacy center poster to find their names, which were 
matched to a center name.  In the group that was working with a paraprofessional during 
Kid Writing, a student was observed going to the STAR word board to find a word he did 
not know how to spell in order to include it in his sentence.  In the second observation, 
the researcher observed three students use the STAR word board to help them spell the 
words drawn they had drawn from the basket during the Tisket-a-Tasket game.  Another 
student was observed helping her classmates find the words on the word wall to help with 
the spelling game.   
In Classroom 2, students were observed using resources during two of the 
observations, or 67% of the time.  During the first observation, the researcher watched 
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three students use the word wall to help them spell words correctly before adding the 
words to the Kid Writing sentences, and in the third observation, two students were 
observed using the chart of the pen-pal letter model to help them write the letters to their 
pen pals.   
Students in Classroom 3 were observed using resources 67% of the time during 
the second and third observations.  During the second observation, students were 
involved in the independent writing activity.  Four students were observed writing words 
on their papers from the “spicy words” poster, and two students were observed looking 
for words on the “winter words” and “January words” posters.  Another student was 
observed looking at the sentence-starter poster with picture clues that contained a series 
of starters such as “in the morning,” “last night,” “in the forest,” “on top of the hill,” “on 
the way to,” “once upon a time,” “yesterday,” and “one day,” all of which were designed 
to help students begin to write.  In the third observation period, one student was told he 
did not have the correct spelling for a word he was writing during the guided-reading 
lesson, so he went to the STAR word wall to find help with the spelling.   
In Classroom 4, students were observed using resources 33% of the time during 
the third observation.  Two students were observed walking to the front of the board to 
use the new STAR words that had been written on the board to use in the “If I were the 
President” writing activity.  One student noticed the words on the board first and had her 
friend go up to the board with her so they could copy the words onto their papers. 
 Categories and frequency of themes for Student Descriptions are shown for each 
classroom in the Tables 25, 26, 27, and 28 below: 
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Table 25.   Student Descriptions—Classroom 1 
 N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                    Percentages  
 
Individualized support 
 
Engagement 
 
On-task behavior 
 
Use of resources                          
 
        2                                
 
        3                                            
 
        2                             
 
   2 
 
        67%                
 
       100% 
           
        67% 
 
        67% 
 
       
 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
Table 26. Student Descriptions—Classroom 2 
 N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                    Percentages  
 
Individualized support 
 
Engagement 
 
On-task behavior 
 
Use of resources                          
 
        3                                
 
        3                                            
 
        3                            
 
   2  
 
       100%                
 
       100% 
           
        100% 
 
         67% 
 
       
 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
Table 27.   Student Descriptions—Classroom 3 
 N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                    Percentages  
 
Individualized support 
 
Engagement 
 
On-task behavior 
 
Use of resources                          
 
        2                                
 
        3                                            
 
        3                            
 
   2  
 
         67%                
 
       100% 
           
        100% 
 
         67% 
 
       
 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
Table 28.   Student Descriptions—Classroom 4 
 N=3 Observations 
Category                                   Frequency                    Percentages  
 
Individualized support 
 
Engagement 
 
On-task behavior 
 
Use of resources                          
 
        3                                
 
        2                                            
 
        2                            
 
   1  
 
       100%                
 
         67% 
           
         67% 
 
         33% 
 
       
 
     
 
     
 
     
 
 
  177 
 
 
 
Qualitative—Face-to-Face Interviews 
 Four teachers were interviewed to sample teacher perspectives in relation to their 
professional training experiences and the instructional methods they utilized in the 
teaching reading, as well as provide insight into two of the research sub-questions:  (1) 
How do teachers describe their professional training experiences and their ability to 
instruct high-need students in reading? and, (2) How do teachers’ background 
experiences affect their instructional practices?  The teachers were purposefully sampled 
at the research site and were eligible based on the criterion that they taught kindergarten 
students.  General information for each interviewee is found in Table 29: 
 
Table 29.   Interviewee Demographics 
Interviewee Sex Years Experience in   
      Kindergarten 
Reading Certification 
Teacher 1 
 
Teacher 2 
  F 
 
  F 
           4 
 
          30 
               No  
 
               No 
    
Teacher 3 
 
Teacher 4 
  F 
 
  F 
          13 
 
      7 months 
              Yes 
 
               No 
    
 
 
 Frequency and Comments for Interview Questions 
 
The 12 qualitative interview questions used in the study were finalized after 
reviewing results from the pilot study conducted with a kindergarten teacher from another 
elementary school within the district, not part of the research study.  To analyze teachers’ 
responses, the researcher transcribed the interview sessions and used the transcription 
data to study an open-coding process related to a phenomenological analysis in order to 
identify initial codes.  Once the codes were established, the data was analyzed for 
emerging themes.  The researcher utilized the five-step process suggested by Creswell 
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(2013) to chart and analyze the emerging themes:  epoch or personal bracketing, 
significant statements, meaning units, and textural and structural descriptions.  The 
researcher had experienced teaching in a classroom environment with the reading 
specialist as a co-teacher; thus, as Creswell (2013) indicates, the researcher could not 
completely be removed from the phenomenon.  The statements from the interviewees 
were categorized by emergent concepts.  Table 30 represents the frequency and 
comments given for each of the interview questions.  The first column indicates the 
interview questions asked by the researcher, the second column indicates the response 
frequencies, and the third column shows the four teachers’ specific comments. 
 
Table 30.  Teacher Interview Comments and Frequency by Question 
Questions:  Teachers’ Perceptions of 
Possible Influence of Background 
Experiences and Instructional Practice 
on Reading Achievement of 
Kindergarten Students 
                            Frequency                   Comments 
 
1.  How long have you been teaching? 
                                
                                  1 
                                  1 
                                  1 
                                  1 
 
4 years full-time in kindergarten 
34 years, 30 in kindergarten 
13 years in kindergarten 
This is my first year as a full-time 
teacher 
   
 
2.  What is your educational 
background experience? 
                                  
                                  3 
                                  1 
                                  1 
                                  4 
 
Undergrad only 
Master’s degree 
Additional certifications 
Additional coursework (mostly 
online) 
   
 
3.  Do you believe your professional 
training has prepared you to teach 
reading effectively to high-need 
kindergarten students?  Why or why 
not? 
                                   
                                  1 
                                  2 
                                  1 
 
Yes, I have had DIBELS training 
Somewhat but need more training 
Absolutely, I know how children 
learn language 
 
 
  
 
 
4.  What is your view of a literacy-
coaching model to provide reading 
instruction? 
                                 4 
                                   3 
                                   1 
                                   4 
No experience with the model 
Trains and works with teachers 
Works with struggling students 
Would be helpful to have 
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Questions:  Teachers’ Perceptions of 
Possible Influence of Background 
Experiences and Instructional Practice 
on Reading Achievement of 
Kindergarten Students 
                            Frequency                   Comments 
5.  Do you feel your classroom 
environment promotes success in the 
acquisition of early reading skills?  If 
so, how? 
                                 3 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    1 
                                    1 
                                    1 
Practice, modeling 
Small group 
Engagement 
Trained helpers 
Purposeful classroom resources 
Not sure 
 
 
               
6.  What do you believe the role of the 
reading specialist should be? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.  What types of assessments do you 
use throughout the year to monitor 
reading achievement of your students? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  Describe a literacy environment 
you feel is most conducive to meet the 
needs of high-need students. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9.  What do you think are the top five 
emergent literacy skills that are most 
beneficial for high-need students to 
acquire to become successful readers? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.  What supports do you feel you 
need personally to become more 
proficient in the teaching of reading? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11.  What do you think is needed on a 
                                     3 
                                     2 
                                     2 
                                     2 
                                   
 
 
                                    
                                    4 
                                    3 
                                    2 
                                    4 
                                    4 
                                    1 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    2 
 
 
                                    3 
                                    4 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    3 
                                    1 
 
 
 
                                    4 
                                    2 
                                    4 
                                    3 
                                    2 
 
 
 
 
 
                                    1 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    1 
                                    4 
                                    1 
                                    2 
 
                                   
                                    3 
Help with lower students 
Provide more resource help to 
teachers 
Work with students and teachers 
Provide guidance and modeling 
 
 
 
DIBELS 
Running records 
Progress monitoring 
Classroom-based assessments 
DRAs 
Anecdotal notes 
Observation 
Writing assessments 
Curriculum benchmarks 
 
 
Highly trained helpers 
Small groups 
Hands-on activities 
Engagement of students 
Differentiated for each student 
Smaller class size 
 
 
 
Phonemic awareness 
Phonics 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
Comprehension 
 
 
 
 
 
More training in guided reading 
More training in phonics instruction 
More human resource support 
More books 
More guidance and training  
More education 
Systematic, direct programs 
 
 
Guidelines from district leaders 
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Questions:  Teachers’ Perceptions of 
Possible Influence of Background 
Experiences and Instructional Practice 
on Reading Achievement of 
Kindergarten Students 
                            Frequency                   Comments 
larger scale to advance this agenda? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  If you could give advice to the 
principal or administrator initiating 
improved instructional practice in the 
teaching of reading, what would it be? 
                                    3 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    3 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    2 
                                    1    
                                  
                                   
 
                                   3 
                                   4 
                                   2 
                                   2 
                                   3 
                                   3 
                                   1 
Develop consistency 
Observing other experts 
Providing a literacy coach 
Purchasing reading program 
Providing time for interventions 
Trained helpers and more of them 
Differentiated professional training 
Guidance for further education 
 
 
 
Differentiated training 
Consistency in programs 
Phonics program 
More help 
Additional education  
Specific skill training 
A literacy coach 
 
 
 Common Themes 
 
 Five common themes emerged from the teacher interviews.  The findings 
indicated a disparity among the types of professional training experiences the teachers 
had received beyond the undergraduate level, a lack of experience with but a desire for a 
literacy-coaching model to improve instructional practice, a defined role for the reading 
specialist to help students most at risk for the acquisition of emergent literacy skills, the 
provision of guidelines to help teachers know what and when to teach specific skills, and 
supports needed to increase teacher efficacy in the teaching reading.  Figure 12 offers a 
graphic representation of the common themes that emerged from the interview analysis. 
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Figure 12.  Graphic Representation of Common Themes 
 
 
 The first theme, the disparity in teachers’ professional training experiences is 
described as follows.  Only one teacher interviewed, Teacher 3 with thirteen years of 
experience, indicated that she had a master’s degree and additional certification as a 
reading specialist.  Teacher 3 stated, “I graduated from college and have a minor in 
reading and psychology.  And then I went back to get my master’s degree and I have a 
master’s degree as a reading specialist.  And like I have 40+ credits after my master’s.”  
Teacher 2, who had the most years of experience, indicated she has a master’s 
equivalency.  Teacher 2 commented, “I got my undergrad and then got my master’s 
equivalency.  And then past that, I’ve taken online classes, and I’ve taken some of the 
courses they offer over here over the summer.”  Teacher 1, who had four years of 
experience, shared, “I graduated with elementary and early childhood certification.  I 
have taken some courses online.”  The Teacher 4, newly hired at the research site, stated, 
“I got my bachelor’s degree in education, and then from there I was a substitute for a 
Professional	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whole year.  I feel like I have a lot of preparation for teaching almost anything, but it was 
just like the surface.  I don’t feel like I got to dig deep into anything.” 
 All four teachers shared the second theme regarding their lack of experience with 
a literacy coaching model and support for the concept.  Each of the four teachers 
indicated that they had no classroom experience working with a literacy coach, and three 
of the four teachers defined the term as someone who works directly with the teacher to 
improve reading instruction.  Teacher 1 commented, “I don’t have experience with it, but 
I’ve talked to other people that have and they really love having them.”  Teacher 2 
described the literacy coach as someone that comes into the class to help struggling 
students stating, “Where my daughter teaches, they have them.  It’s a person she can go 
to and that person comes into her classroom and works specifically with those kids.”  
Teacher 4 stated, “I do not have much background on a literacy coach, but I think isn’t it 
a person that you know takes the role of teaching the teachers how to do specific skills 
and lessons and then they just oversee everything?  I think that would be beneficial for 
everyone, even if you’re an expert teacher or a first-year teacher.”  Teacher 3 shared, “I 
think a coach would be someone that would first model or talk to, well, first maybe get an 
idea of what teachers know about language arts, ELA, and would probably go in and 
model so that teachers wouldn't feel uncomfortable, model a lesson, and show how it’s 
expected to be done.” 
 In the third theme, all four teachers described a defined role for the reading 
specialist.  Teachers 1 and 3 stated that the reading specialist should work with the most 
at-risk students, while Teacher 2 believed the reading specialist should provide more 
support to teachers. Teacher 1 indicated, “I think they should provide extra reading 
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instruction to the really struggling kids, the ones that something is not really clicking for 
them.  Not just your low ones.  Those I think we could do a lot with.  It’s those ones that 
really need intense help.  It’s the bottom of the bottom.”  Along the same lines, Teacher 3 
expressed her beliefs that the reading specialist should be “Working with our most at-risk 
students.  I feel we should have reading specialists work with children and coaches 
should work with teachers.  I think they should be working with our most at-risk students 
in small groups and sometimes one-on-one for our really, really low kids, maybe just one 
or two.  It takes a lot of time, but one-on-one, you get so far.”  Teacher 2 commented that 
she would like to have more contact with the reading specialist to share ideas. She stated,  
“Probably have more contact, more one-one time with us so that we can maybe meet on a 
more regular basis and get ideas from her, things that she has maybe tried that would help 
us in the classroom.”  Teacher 4 shared it would be helpful to have the reading specialist 
work with teachers and students.  She commented, “It would be nice if each grade level 
could have a reading specialist so that they could spend more time with students.  I think 
all teachers would benefit if the reading specialist was able to give more guidance as to 
how the reading model should be set up in the classroom.” 
 In the fourth theme, the provision of guidelines to know what and when to teach 
specific skills, the four teachers stated that students must become proficient in specific 
foundational reading skills to ensure success in reading and to close the achievement gap 
for struggling readers.  All four teachers cited that students needed to develop effective 
strategies for decoding, using phonics, and developing phonemic awareness, as well as 
building a rich vocabulary. Three teachers stated that fluency was an important skill that 
leads to better comprehension in later grades, although only two teachers stated that 
  184 
 
 
comprehension development was an important emergent literacy to teach at the 
kindergarten level.  Teacher 1 stated, “Really good foundation with phonemic awareness. 
I think they really need to have a good, I’m trying to think of the word I want, to have a 
lot of high-frequency words, a rich vocabulary.”  Teacher 2 commented, “Definitely 
phonemic awareness.  I would say a strong sight-word vocabulary, strong rhyming 
because that’s a good indicator of how well they will read, fluency to some degree.  Their 
writing skills also would go with that, and being able to read independently on their own, 
you know not always having to have assistance.”  Teacher 3 shared, “Phonics, phonemic 
awareness, vocabulary, um they have to have fluency and comprehension.  We talk a lot 
about ‘if you can’t tell me what you read, you’re not reading.  You’re just saying the 
words.’”  Finally, Teacher 4 stated, “Definitely phonemic awareness, just those 
relationships between letters and sound, vocabulary.  We really need to enforce it from 
the beginning, and that’s something we need to continue to work on, fluency umm, and 
comprehension.  If they do not understand what they’re reading, it doesn’t amount to 
much.  And the phonics.”   
Not all teachers felt their classrooms promoted the acquisition of these skills, 
however.  Three out of the four teachers indicated that they would benefit from more 
support or guidelines to provide instruction that increased students’ ability to acquire 
foundational reading skills.  Teacher 1 reported that when teaching guided reading, “I just 
keep trying to figure out what I need to take out or what’s taking me so long. I just keep 
adding, but I think it all needs to be there.  Maybe someone could help me with that.  I 
think, give a little bit of guidelines as to what it needs to look like or what they want to 
see.  Maybe we just need to be told, ‘You need to be doing this, this often.’”  Teacher 2 
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was not clear as to whether or her classroom promoted the acquisition of emergent 
literacy skills, but she commented that “Maybe having some of that support from the 
reading specialist, you know to kind of show us, because depending on the group you 
have, you want your kids to be where the other kids are, but in reality they may not.  It’s 
not going to happen, especially when they come in so far behind.”  Teacher 3 stated, “If 
you walk into my room, there’s words everywhere.  There’s language everywhere.  My 
students refer to them.  They know exactly where they are in the room especially the low 
kids.  So all those different cues we have, the pictures we have, they know certain areas 
of the room have certain kinds of clues and we build that together.  We put it up together. 
We talk about it together.  Teacher 4 indicated, “I work really hard to incorporate all 
different kinds of phonics and writing into my daily lessons, but I feel like I know I can 
grow from it.  And like we talked at the beginning of the year, they need all these 
foundational skills before they can become readers, and I think just being able to map 
them out.  That’s why I’m really excited about our new program. If we could get that, it 
would be really good because it’s specific, and you know what skills to teach and how to 
build off of them.  If there was more of, ‘This is the skill you need to teach, this is the 
timeline, like when you need to begin’.  You know, just more guidance to the teachers 
that aren’t quite sure, like me.” 
 Finally, the fifth theme, supports that are needed for increased teacher efficacy in 
the reading instruction, the four teachers indicated a willingness and openness to learn 
and become more proficient in delivering reading instruction through the use of 
continuing education, specific training, and observing and working alongside experts in 
the field.  Teacher 1 stated, “I feel I could always use some more training on a good 
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guided reading lesson.  I think every year I definitely get better at it, but it seems like 
every year it gets longer, and longer, and longer.  I think we need training that’s 
consistent.  Not sending this person and this person is coming and reporting back.  We all 
need to go.  And I think the program we’re hopefully getting next year would also be 
helpful to force us to be more consistent.”  Teachers 2 and 3 reported that they would like 
more training in the phonics program.  Teacher 2 shared, “I think actually learning to use 
some of the skills that [that the other teacher] is using, the Wilson, because I see how 
that’s benefitted by kids.”  Teacher 3 remarked, “I would love to be trained in Wilson.”  
Teacher 4 commented, “I have definitely been talking a lot lately about furthering my 
education and just you know, taking more classes to maybe work toward my reading 
specialist degree or certification.  I know that would benefit me.  I feel this year, just 
following the phonics curriculum, the manual right now, there’s so many things that 
aren’t part of it that I would never had known that I needed to focus on that if others 
hadn’t told me…providing more workshops, more in-services where we focus on those 
types of things just so everyone is on the same page because we do need consistency and 
like last year, some people started guided reading in the fall and I started for [the previous 
teacher] in the spring, you know.”   
The four teachers expressed that if the budget allowed, they would like to have 
additional qualified trained staff available to help support students’ needs; two of the four 
teachers discussed implementing an intervention period as part of the schedule.  Teacher 
1 stated, “I would like more help so I could do something whole group and then I could 
really differentiate small groups, to have somebody else there that could do a small group 
also.  I would not just want to have parent volunteers, but highly trained helpers.”   
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Teacher 2 commented, “We keep getting more and more students at risk and the problem 
is and then for the intervention help, there aren’t spaces for them.  I feel like we need to 
have something in place when we get these new kids because it’s going to continue to 
happen, the gap, and what happens to them?  Intervention with twelve kids isn’t 
intervention.  Is it possible for us to get a literacy coach?  Well, I definitely think we need 
additional help.  I know it’s going to cost money, but if we really want to benefit these 
kids and really help them, we can’t do it by short-changing them.  We’re all trying to do 
as much as we can in the classroom without additional help and resources.”  Teacher 3 
stated, “We need to look at the schedule, a schedule with intervention in mind because 
those low kids, they need to have it over and over, every day.  I also need more resources, 
books, and more bodies, trained helpers.”  Teacher 4 shared, “As much additional support 
as possible, because from my experience, when I do work with my students and teach a 
lesson, even if it we’re not working on syllables or something and there’s six kids who 
really don’t get it, the rest of the class goes off and works on something, I can take that 
group and really hone in on those specific skills and really work with them.  I’ve asked 
parents to work on specific skills that students aren’t getting, but I know that’s not the 
same as me doing it or somebody’s that’s trained to do it.”  
 
Results—Inferential Statistics 
 
 The results of this study indicate an alignment with content of the research 
questions that were examined:  the differences in kindergarten students’ achievement on 
the DIBELS literacy assessment when instructed by teachers with and without reading 
certification, and the exploration of teacher perceptions about the components that should 
be considered to improve the efficacy of reading instruction, particularly for high-need 
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students.  In addition, the interaction between teachers’ certification and gender was 
examined to determine if there was a significant statistical difference between the two 
variables and the DIBELS assessment scores.  Specifically, the results examined the 
significant statistical differences between the data of a cohort group of male and female 
students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification and the data of a cohort group 
of male and female students instructed by teachers without a reading certification within 
four kindergarten classrooms in a Southern Pennsylvania elementary public school 
district.  The results also examined the data obtained from observations conducted in four 
kindergarten classrooms in order to determine if there existed perceived differences in 
classroom organization and reading instruction.  Finally, the results examined the 
kindergarten teachers’ perceptions in relation to their professional training experiences 
and instructional practices, as well as the possible influences on high-need learners’ 
reading achievement.   
 Within the quantitative data analysis, six hypotheses were formulated in relation 
to the results of the DIBELS composite assessment scores.  For discussion purposes, H0 
represents the null hypothesis, which indicates no statistically significant difference was 
found.  HA represents the alternative hypothesis, indicating that a significant difference 
was found.  Hypotheses one and two were designed to determine if there were 
statistically significant differences between the DIBELS assessment scores of students 
instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared to students instructed by 
teachers without a reading certification.  Hypotheses three and four were designed to test 
if there was a statistically significant difference between the DIBELS assessment scores 
and gender.  Hypotheses five and six were designed to determine if there was a 
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statistically significant difference in the DIBELS scores and the interaction between 
teacher certification and gender.  All hypotheses were tested for statistical significance 
using the ANOVA.  A p-value of less than .05 indicated a statistically significant 
difference, thus rejecting the null hypothesis.  The hypotheses and results were as 
follows: 
H01:  There is no statistically significant difference in the DIBELS literacy 
assessment scores of high-need kindergarten students when instructed by a classroom 
teacher with a reading certification as compared to students instructed by a classroom 
teacher without a reading certification.  
HA1:  High-need kindergarten students instructed by a classroom teacher with a 
reading certification will obtain statistically significant higher scores on the DIBELS 
literacy assessment when compared to students instructed by a classroom teacher without 
a reading certification. 
From the output, F=17.828 (df=1,66) with a p-value of .000, a statistically 
significant difference indicated that higher DIBELS assessment scores were obtained by 
students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared to students 
instructed by a teacher without a reading certification.  The p-value = .000 ≤ .05; thus, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
 
H02:  There is no statistically significant difference on the DIBLELS literacy 
assessment scores and high-need kindergarten students’ gender.   
HA2:  There is a statistically significant difference on the DIBLELS literacy 
assessment scores and high-need kindergarten students’ gender.   
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From the output, F= .209 (df=1,66) with a p-value of .649, a statistically 
significant difference was not indicated that higher DIBELS assessment scores were 
obtained by female kindergarten students compared to male kindergarten students or 
male kindergarten students compared to female kindergarten students.  The p-value = 
.649 ≥ .05; thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
 
H03:  There is no statistically significant interaction between teacher certification 
and gender on the DIBELS literacy assessments scores of high-need kindergarten 
students. 
HA3:  There is a statistically significant interaction between teacher certification 
and gender on the DIBELS literacy assessments scores of high-need kindergarten 
students. 
From the output, F= .109 (df=1,66) with a p-value of .743, a statistically 
significant difference was not indicated between the interaction of teacher certification 
and gender. The p-value = .743 ≥ .05; thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
 The results are summarized in Table 31. 
 
Table 31.  Factor ANOVA Summary 
Hypotheses (H)           Factor Significance Hypothesis Accepted 
H01/HA1        Certification       .000              HA1 
    
H02/HA2 
 
H03/HA3 
         Gender  
 
 Certification * Gender 
      .649 
 
      .743 
             H02 
 
             H03 
 
 
 Statistically significant differences were found in the DIBELS assessments scores 
of kindergarten students taught by a teacher with a reading certification as compared to 
kindergarten students taught by teachers without a reading certification.  However, 
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statistically significant differences were not found in the DIBELS assessment scores of 
high-need kindergarten students for the factors of gender or the interaction between 
teacher certification and gender. 
Through the examination of the qualitative data, both the classroom observations 
and the teacher interview responses reflected a connection to the themes that emerged 
from the analysis of the literature that currently exists in the field.  One significant theme 
that correlated with the literature was the provision of specific emergent literacy skill 
instruction to students upon their entry into kindergarten.  Each of the four teachers 
interviewed described variations of the literacy skills necessary to develop reading 
proficiency in order to ensure that students exit kindergarten with as much expertise in 
these foundational skills as possible.  Observational data noted classrooms were 
organized to accommodate student learning in whole and small groups in order to provide 
instruction and support that was differentiated for students’ individual needs.  However, 
the teachers expressed concerns at having sufficient numbers of highly trained adults to 
support and help implement effective interventions that targeted specific reading skills 
for the struggling students, as well as adequate training to know which skills to teach and 
when.  Specifically, the teachers expressed their concerns over the struggle they 
experience in providing additional support required for high-need students to build their 
foundational reading skills and increase proficiency levels to become more 
commensurate with on-grade-level expectations.   
The teachers’ concerns are not unfounded and align with the review of the 
literature.  Experts in the field of education have focused attention on the resultant 
achievement gap between students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and the more 
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advantaged population of learners, arguing that these students should be identified early 
upon entry into formal education and given instruction in strong emergent foundational 
literacy skills.  Callaghan and Madelaine (2012), Goodwin (2012), and Chatterji (2006) 
contend that students’ level of background knowledge and preschool experience 
influence learning upon entering school.  The researchers cite various factors that affect 
the acquisition of literacy skills for these high-need learners such as the home 
environment, family engagement, oral language-skill levels, coupled with age-
appropriate vocabulary development.  Goodwin’s (2012) research also acknowledges the 
importance of early intervention by claiming that timely identification of students with 
specific reading-skill deficits along with effective implementation yields the most success 
in ensuring continued and increased achievement for future academic growth in reading.  
The four teachers interviewed reinforced the importance of providing regular emergent 
literacy instruction to students, and once high-need students were identified, 
implementing specific intervention support that focused on building their proficiency in 
foundational reading skills in an effort to close the achievement gap and ensure future 
academic success. 
In addition, a correlation emerged between the common themes of the study and 
the literature, which focused on the professional development and teacher training 
necessary to provide reading instruction crucial for high-need students.  A review of the 
literature examined the instructional conditions necessary to create a learning 
environment designed to increase literacy-skill proficiency.  Allington (2011) claims that 
in order to ensure high-quality reading instruction for students beginning in kindergarten, 
instruction should be delivered by experts in the field such as reading specialists or 
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classroom teachers who have received intense professional training in teaching reading to 
young learners.  The examination of this study’s data revealed academic benefits for 
students taught by a specifically trained professional.  It was found that students who 
were instructed by a teacher with a reading certification attained a higher mean score on 
the DIBELS literacy assessment compared to those students instructed by teachers 
without a reading certification.  
In an effort to investigate the reasons for the lack of students’ reading 
achievement at the research site, a review of the literature has shown that students 
experience slow reading progress when they enter kindergarten without the critical 
prerequisites for reading.  Researchers have examined the gaps between incoming 
kindergarteners and their ability to recognize and identify letters; identify beginning 
sounds of words, and the number of words they have encountered both verbally and in 
written form (Goodwin, 2012).  In contrast, kindergarten students who have been 
exposed to experiences rich in alphabetic and phonemic awareness make greater progress 
in the developmental stages of reading.  While there exists a paucity of research as to the 
specific teacher training required to effectively teach reading to high-need students, 
research has found that a well-trained teaching staff could identify students at risk of 
becoming struggling readers on the second day of kindergarten and begin the appropriate 
interventions immediately with effective results (Allington, 2009).  This study reveals 
similar findings and suggests that a teacher with more advanced training, such as a 
certification in reading has a positive influence on young high-need students’ academic 
achievement. 
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Validity and Reliability 
 This study utilized a mixed-method data-collection approach, which included both 
quantitative and qualitative measures.  The researcher assumed that triangulating and 
comparing the data would ensure the validity of the results (Maxwell, 2013).  A pilot 
study was conducted to test the interview questions for both content and face validity.  
The content validity was established as each question was compared to the content tested:  
teachers’ perceptions of the possible influences of professional background experiences 
and instructional practice on the reading achievement of kindergarten students.  The 
results from the pilot study indicated the participant’s responses were directly related to 
the content the questions intended to measure.  The face validity was established as the 
participant was asked to respond to questions related to the ease of use and understanding 
of the instrument.  The participant indicated that the instrument was adequate as designed 
to measure teachers’ perceptions.   
 The DIBELS Next assessment used to collect the quantitative data has been 
shown to be a reliable and valid instrument to monitor student progress in acquiring early 
reading skills.  A study conducted by Rouse and Fantuzzo (2006) examined the validity 
of the DIBELS subtests in Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), Nonsense Word Fluency 
(NWF), and Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF).  Research indicated that all the 
subtests have a significant correlated relationship with reading, vocabulary, and language 
constructs measured at the end of first grade (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006).  The largest 
correlation coefficients were demonstrated in Letter Naming Fluency, closely followed 
by Nonsense Word Fluency (Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2006).  In a separate research study 
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conducted by Bakerson and Gothberg, (2006) the overall reliability coefficient for each 
of the DIBELS subtests was found to be .74 to .93 for five-and six-year-olds. 
 The researcher has been trained as an administrative observer through 
professional development opportunities provided by the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education (PDE) through several workshop sessions related to the effective observation 
of teachers utilizing the Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation model.  To ensure validity and 
reliability; however, the researcher invited another district administrator not involved in 
the study to review the coding analysis for both the observation and interview data.  The 
administrator supported the researcher’s analysis. 
 
Summary 
 
 The purpose of this mixed-methods research study was to examine the reading 
scores of high-need kindergarten students on the DIBELS literacy assessment and the 
teachers’ perceptions of the possible influences their background experiences and 
instructional practice could have on achievement.  Through quantitative data analysis, it 
was determined that teachers’ professional training was an important factor in providing 
young learners with instruction in foundational emergent literacy skills.  While effective 
organization of the classroom and the administration of a common curriculum were also 
essential components of the kindergarten program, the level of teachers’ post-
baccalaureate educational training was an important indicator of academic success in 
reading.  Specifically, quantitative data analysis determined that there was a statistically 
significant difference in the DIBELS scores of kindergarten students receiving instruction 
by a teacher with a reading certification compared to students receiving instruction by 
teachers without a reading certification.  There was; however, no statistically significant 
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interaction between teacher certification and gender on the DIBELS literacy assessments 
scores of high-need kindergarten students. 
 Through the qualitative data analysis, the study identified common themes in 
relation to what the teachers identified as important factors to improving instructional 
practice in teaching reading and additional supports needed to implement systematic, 
differentiated intervention instruction for the most at-risk students.  The teachers reported 
a desire for experts to work alongside them in the classrooms, disseminating training, 
modeling, and feedback on effective reading instruction; more highly trained staff to help 
deliver small group intervention support to the most at-risk learners; a systematic 
program that includes guidelines for what and when specific skills should be taught; and 
differentiated training that improves teacher efficacy and provides consistency within the 
kindergarten program. 
 This study has focused on the problem of implementing important components 
within a kindergarten program that effectively addresses the achievement gap that exists 
for young learners entering school behind their more advantaged peers in a Southern 
Pennsylvania public elementary school.  School and district administrators responsible 
for kindergarten programs and teachers’ professional training, may use the data gathered 
in this study to reduce the achievement gap for high-need students and evaluate the 
effectiveness of the support mechanisms within their existing programs to assist young 
learners.  Chapter 5 continues with a discussion of interpretations, conclusions, and 
recommendations based on these findings and results. 
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Chapter 5:  Interpretation, Conclusions, and Recommended Actionable Solutions  
 
 
Interpretation of Findings and Results 
 
 Identifying young learners at-risk for failure upon entry into formal education and 
implementing effective instructional reading interventions to increase the ability of high-
need students to acquire necessary foundational skills is critical in the effort to decrease 
the achievement gap for these students (Callaghan & Madelaine, 2012; Goodwin, 2012).  
The gap in achievement has the potential of being decreased if the professional educators 
have been trained in the ability to differentiate between individual students’ instructional 
reading needs permitting the optimum learning environment for increased achievement 
(Griffiths & Stuart, 2011).  As a result, this study explored the perceptions of 
instructional efficacy among kindergarten teachers in the teaching of reading as it related 
to the achievement of kindergarten students on the DIBELS literacy assessment.  In 
addition, the study examined the statistically significant differences in student 
achievement, as measured by the DIBELS assessment, among students in a Southern 
Pennsylvania public elementary school who received instruction by a teacher with a 
reading certification compared to students who received instruction by teachers without a 
reading certification.   
 Several patterns emerged from the data within each phase of the study.  In the first 
stage of the study, the DIBELS composite score data of two groups of kindergarten 
students, those instructed by a teacher with a reading certification and those instructed by 
teachers without a reading certification, were compared to determine if there was a 
significant statistical difference between the groups.  In the second phase of the study, 12 
observations were conducted in each of the four classrooms to examine the instructional 
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practices of the kindergarten teachers and to understand the overall culture that existed 
within each of the classrooms.  Face-to-face interviews with the four kindergarten 
teachers also occurred to explore their perceptions and beliefs related to effective 
instructional practices in reading instruction and the professional development they 
thought should be considered to increase efficacy.  
  
Two-Way Analysis of Variance—DIBELS Composite Score Data 
 
 The first stage of the study compared the DIBELS composite score data of two 
cohorts of students.  One cohort was comprised of kindergarten students instructed by a 
teacher with a reading certification, and the second cohort consisted of kindergarten 
students instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  The interaction between 
gender and teacher certification was also explored.  The mean DIBELS composite scores 
for each cohort were compared using a two-way ANOVA.  A statistically significant 
difference was found between the two cohorts as the cohort of students instructed by a 
teacher with a reading certification obtained a higher mean score on the DIBELS 
assessment than the students who were instructed by teachers without a reading 
certification.  The kindergarten students instructed by a teacher with a reading 
certification had a mean DIBELS composite score of 53.3995 points higher than students 
instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  This data is represented in Table 7 
and Figure 5.   
In contrast, no statistically significant difference was found in the interaction 
between gender and teacher certification.  Both male and female students obtained 
significantly higher DIBELS composite scores when instructed by the teacher with a 
reading certification as compared to male and female students instructed by the teachers 
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without a reading certification.  This data reflects Coyne, Little, Rawlinson, Simmons, 
Kwok, Minjun, & Civetelli’s (2013) research, which found support for the idea that the 
type and manner of instructional delivery affects the effective implementation of an 
instructional intervention program for high-need learners.  Thus, the present study’s 
results appear to suggest that there were academic benefits for both male and female 
kindergarten students taught by a specifically trained professional, a teacher with a 
reading certification.   
 The DIBELS composite score subtests administered to the kindergarten students 
in the spring were used by the school as an indicator of reading readiness as grouping 
preparations were made for first grade.  The subtests assessed the progress individual 
students had made in Letter Sound Fluency (LSF), Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
(PSF), and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF), as each of these subtests were found to be 
predictive of future success in reading.  One teacher was dissatisfied with her class results 
on the end-of-year composite scores and stated she had several students that began the 
year with zeros on the fall DIBELS benchmark assessments, which signified to her that 
they were much further behind than the kindergarten students in the other three 
classrooms.  Although this suggestion could have accounted for the lack of student 
progress, it is worth noting that she was the teacher with the most years of experience.   
She had ten students that scored a zero at the beginning of the year, with a large portion 
remaining at the intensive level at the end of the year, whereas a teacher with less 
experience had eight students with scores of zero at the beginning of the year and 
managed to move all but one into either the strategic or core level benchmark goal range 
  200 
 
 
by the end of the year.  The data reflects that years of experience alone may not be 
predictive of teacher effectiveness. 
 Classroom Observations 
 
 The second stage of the study collected qualitative data and included observations 
conducted in each of the four kindergarten classrooms. The researcher visited each 
classroom a total of three times for 30 minutes each during the reading/writing period and 
collected data through field notes on the Observation Protocol (Appendix B).   The data 
consisted of general descriptions of the classrooms and descriptions of the teachers and 
students engaged in normal classroom routines.  While the data indicated that classrooms 
were organized similarly and the four teachers followed a common curriculum that was 
differentiated for student needs, differences were noted within the structure and delivery 
of the lessons.  The majority of the lessons were skill-based delivered in a small-group 
setting; however, one teacher was observed providing whole-group instruction in two out 
of the three visits.  In contrast, the teacher with the reading certification was the only one 
observed teaching guided-reading lessons in a group of four or fewer students.  The 
observed lessons were differentiated by the skill levels of the students and included 
practice in comprehension through reading and writing, as well as decoding strategies 
using context clues and the Wilson phonics program.  
The findings of the research conducted by Goodwin (2012) indicate that students 
who are found to be falling behind should receive intense instruction within a small group 
or one-on-one setting to improve decoding skills.  Furthermore, research indicates that 
providing intense reading instructional support in the smallest setting possible increases 
the likelihood high-need students will improve in reading proficiency (Linan-Thompson 
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& Hickman-Davis, 2002; Otaiba, Schatschneider, & Silverman, 2005).  The data from the 
study would appear to indicate that the higher DIBELS composite scores obtained by the 
students taught by the teacher with a reading certification could be attributed to the 
instructional support given to students within the small-group setting.  Frequencies and 
percentages of themes that emerged from the observations can be found in Tables 10-28. 
  
Teacher Interviews 
 
 Additional qualitative data was collected through face-to-face interviews with 
each of the four kindergarten teachers. The teachers’ responses explored their background 
experiences and instructional practices, as well as the possible influences each could have 
on the reading achievement of students.  The respondents reinforced the importance of 
providing consistent early literacy-skill instruction to students, and once high-need 
students were identified, implementing specific intervention support that focused on 
increasing reading proficiency.   
However, the study’s findings also indicated that there was a disparity among the 
types of post-baccalaureate professional training experiences the teachers had received; 
thus, their was also a disparity among teachers’ concerns over the struggle to provide 
effective instructional support to high-need students in order to build the foundational 
skills necessary to close the achievement gap. Two of the four teachers were only 
somewhat satisfied that their classroom environment was conducive to teaching high-
need students.  All four teachers; however, reported they were open to the idea of 
working with an expert such as a literacy coach who would provide modeling, feedback, 
and training to the teachers with the goal of improving reading instructional practice. This 
data is reflected in Table 30.  The findings from this study are also aligned with existing 
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research in the field, as the quasi-experimental study conducted by Biancarosa, Bryk, and 
Dexter (2010) provides evidence that focused literacy coaching models may help increase 
and sustain student reading achievement over time. 
Inferential Results 
 There were six hypotheses tested in this study.  The null hypothesis indicated 
there was no statistically significant difference found while the alternative hypothesis 
represented a statistically significant difference.  Hypotheses one and two were designed 
to determine if there were statistically significant differences between the DIBELS 
composite scores of students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared 
to students instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  Hypotheses three and 
four were designed to test if there was a statistically significant difference between the 
DIBELS composite scores and gender.  Hypotheses five and six were designed to 
determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the DIBELS composite 
scores and the interaction between teacher certification and gender.  A summary of the 
results of the statistical analysis is presented in Table 31. 
 For hypothesis one, the null hypothesis was rejected.  H01 stated: 
“There is no statistically significant difference in the DIBELS literacy assessment scores 
of high-need kindergarten students when instructed by a classroom teacher with a reading 
certification as compared to students instructed by a classroom teacher without a reading 
certification.”  A statistically significant difference was found in the DIBELS scores of 
students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared to students 
instructed by teachers without a reading certification. 
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For hypothesis two, the alternative hypothesis was accepted.  HA1 stated: “High-
need kindergarten students instructed by a classroom teacher with a certification in 
reading will obtain statistically significant higher scores on the DIBELS literacy 
assessment when compared to students instructed by a classroom teacher without a 
reading certification.”  A statistically significant difference was found in the DIBELS 
assessment scores between kindergarten students taught by a teacher with a reading 
certification compared to kindergarten students taught by teachers without a reading 
certification.  This finding is significant as the data identifies the positive influence 
specific professional training may have on the reading achievement of high-need learners.  
In light of the higher achievement scores found on the DIBELS composite test results for 
students taught by a teacher with a reading certification in addition to the teachers’ 
responses to the interview questions, a discrepancy was denoted between teachers’ post-
baccalaureate background training and student results.   
For hypothesis three, the null hypothesis was accepted.  H02 stated:  “There is no 
statistically significant difference on the DIBLELS literacy assessment scores and the 
gender of high-need kindergarten students.”  There was no statistically significant 
difference found between the mean scores on the DIBELS assessment and gender. 
For hypothesis four, the alternative hypothesis was rejected.  HA2 stated:  “There 
is a statistically significant difference on the DIBLELS literacy assessment scores and the 
gender of high-need kindergarten students.”  The findings from the study indicated that 
there was no statistically significant difference between male and female achievement 
scores.  The difference in the mean DIBELS composite score totals between female and 
male students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification was 1.6111 points, and 
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the difference in the mean DIBELS composite score totals between female and male 
students instructed by teachers without a reading certification was 9.9356 points.  
Although the findings indicated female students achieved higher DIBELS composite 
scores than male students in both cohort groups, the differences were not found to be 
statistically significant.  Thus, the significance of the findings may indicate that early 
identification of students at-risk and the implementation of effective interventions upon 
entry into kindergarten are equally important for both male and female young learners. 
For hypothesis five, the null hypothesis was accepted.  H03 stated:  “There is no 
statistically significant interaction between teacher certification and gender on the 
DIBELS literacy assessments scores of high-need kindergarten students.”  The findings 
of the study indicated no statistically significant interaction was found between the 
students’ gender and teacher certification related to achievement results on the DIBELS 
assessment.     
For hypothesis six, the alternative hypothesis was rejected.  HA3 stated:  “There is 
a statistically significant interaction between teacher certification and gender on the 
DIBELS literacy assessments scores of high-need kindergarten students.”  The findings 
of this study indicated that there was no statistically significant interaction found between 
gender and teacher certification.  In both cohort groups, male and female students 
achieved significantly higher achievement scores when instructed by a teacher with a 
reading certification.  The results obtained from the six hypotheses indicate that teachers’ 
professional training experiences do have a positive influence on the achievement of 
students, as teachers provide prerequisite literacy skill instruction to young learners 
during kindergarten. 
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Testing the six hypotheses revealed a direct correlation between the present study 
and existing research.  The growing concern over the lack of disadvantaged students’ 
reading achievement found in the studies conducted by the Progress in the International 
Literacy Council (PIRLS) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NAEP, 2011) 
prompted the U. S. Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2012) to 
mandate a nationwide educational initiative for greater accountability measures in 
districts across the country.  The mandate’s purpose was to hold districts responsible for 
initiating effective teacher evaluation systems that documented evidence that highly 
qualified teachers were in classrooms providing effective instruction and research-based 
interventions to ensure all students were making a year’s growth.  As a result of the 
concern over the reading gap among young identified at-risk students, the researcher 
reviewed multiple studies related to the importance of early identification and the 
implementation of effective interventions that support an integrated approach to 
differentiated reading instruction for the individual students’ unique needs and learning 
styles (Adomat, 2012, Rose, 2012, Stevens, Chard, Currin, Parisi, & Neville, 2013).   
In addition, a large number of studies were found that indicated the need for a 
well-trained staff, able to provide essential emergent literacy-skill instruction to young 
learners, along with the ability to differentiate the appropriate level of interventions 
required for high-need students.  However, a paucity of research exists that explores a 
possible connection between specific professional teacher training and support 
mechanisms such, as a literacy coach model, that correlates to highly effective instruction 
and increased reading proficiency for students.  As a result of the lack of research 
available on the specific training teachers require to be considered highly effective 
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teachers of reading, this study sought to examine the DIBELS assessment data of 
kindergarten students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared to 
kindergarten students instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  A secondary 
purpose was to explore the professional training experiences teachers have received and 
how these experiences and their perceptions of instructional practices possibly influence 
the reading achievement of high-need kindergarten students.  Each of the six hypotheses 
was designed to measure the effectiveness of the kindergarten program and professional 
development training currently in place at the research site.  The results of testing the 
hypotheses provided support for an increase in teacher training initiatives to improve 
teacher efficacy in the instruction of reading.  
 
Conclusions 
 
 The central research question was developed based on the professional 
experiences of the researcher and the gaps identified in the literature review.  The central 
research question was as follows:  What influences do the professional training 
experiences of kindergarten teachers in a rural suburban elementary school in southern 
Pennsylvania have on the DIBELS scores of high-need kindergarten students in each of 
the four classrooms in the school?  In addition, the study set out to answer the following 
sub-questions in an effort to examine the perceptions of kindergarten teachers and their 
professional training experiences in relation to instructional methods utilized in the 
teaching of reading:   
1. What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by teachers on the 
DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students? 
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2. How do teachers describe their professional training experiences and their 
ability to instruct high-need students in reading? 
3. How do teachers’ background experiences affect their instructional practice? 
Research Question One:  What influences do the professional training experiences of 
kindergarten teachers in a rural suburban elementary school in southern Pennsylvania 
have on the DIBELS scores of high-need kindergarten students in each of the four 
classrooms in the school?   
 A two-way ANOVA was used to compare the mean DIBELS composite scores of 
kindergarten students in the two cohort groups, a teacher with a reading certification and 
teachers without a reading certification.  In addition, the interaction between gender and 
teacher certification was examined.  The kindergarten students instructed by a teacher 
with a reading certification were found to have statistically significant higher 
achievement scores on the DIBELS assessment than the kindergarten students instructed 
by teachers without a reading certification.  The 17 students taught by the teacher with 
the reading certification scored an average of 53.3995 points higher on the DIBELS 
composite assessment than the 53 students taught by the teachers without a reading 
certification.  No statistically significant difference was found in the interaction between 
gender and teacher certification, as the difference in the mean DIBELS composite score 
totals between female and male students instructed by a teacher with a reading 
certification was 1.6111 points and the difference in the mean DIBELS composite score 
totals between female and male students instructed by teachers without a reading 
certification was 9.9356 points.  The findings are significant; however, as they reflect the 
influence professional training has on the reading achievement of young students without 
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consideration for gender.  These findings align with previous research in the field when 
compared to other studies, as research indicates the effective teacher training is most 
important to all students’ success.  The research conducted by Coyne, et al. (2013) 
support the idea it is that the teacher’s level of professional training received in the 
instruction of reading is of critical importance when considering the professional 
development training to implement with teachers and the instructional methods and 
intervention models to include within a reading program.  Thus, the significant 
differences found in this study between the achievement scores of the students in each of 
the two cohort groups may be directly related to the level of implicit professional training 
the teachers have received in the instruction of reading. 
Research Sub-Question One:  What is the effect of the instructional methods utilized by 
teachers on the DIBELS reading achievement scores of high-need kindergarten students? 
 As a result of the 12 classroom observations conducted by the researcher, 
instructional practices were found to differ among the four teachers. The majority of the 
classroom visits indicated that instruction was routinely delivered through a brief whole- 
group lesson followed by small-group instruction in which the teacher worked with 
groups of students while the rest of the students completed various seatwork activities 
most often with the assistance of an instructional aide or parent volunteer.  The majority 
of the instruction took the form of phonics skilled-based lessons or Kid Writing.  
However, two out of the three observations revealed that the teacher with the most 
experience chose to use a whole-group format to review and practice sight words and 
vowel/consonant endings.  Students were engaged in individual activities for only the last 
five minutes of class.  In contrast, the teacher with a reading certification provided small- 
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group instruction in decoding in context, as well as comprehension and vocabulary 
recognition.  Her groups consisted of no more than four students, whereas the small 
groups observed in each of the other three classrooms included up to five to six students.  
The Wilson phonics “tapping” strategy was observed in use by teachers, students, and 
volunteers in three classrooms when phonics skill lessons were provided in which each 
letter of the word is physically “tapped out” with the fingers as a method to decode new 
words. The teacher with the most experience was not observed routinely using this 
strategy in her classroom, and instead asked her students to reiterate what they could do if 
they came across an unknown word.  In unison, the class responded, “Skip it or sound it 
out.”    
 Based upon the data collected from the observations, the differences witnessed by 
the researcher could have been influenced by the limited amount of time the researcher 
was able to visit each classroom.  Over the course of a two-month period, three 
observations were conducted in each of the four classrooms.  This time allotment may not 
have been sufficient to gain a definitive assessment of the instructional practices, 
interventions, and assessments that are normally conducted on a daily basis by each of 
the teachers.  However, the findings collected from the 12 observations indicate some 
significance when compared to other studies related to teachers’ professional 
development and training in relation to student reading achievement.  Tunmer (2008) 
suggests the need for explicit instruction and balance within reading intervention 
programs.  The high-need students with deficits in word-identification skills are less able 
to understand letter-sound patterns, thereby indicating the need for explicit instruction in 
decoding. Tunmer  (2008) examined a research study involving twenty-four 6-to7-year- 
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old struggling readers and found that the results showed students receiving small group 
remedial reading instruction over a period of 24 weeks that consisted of phonemic 
awareness and decoding skill practice, along with book-reading activities that required 
application of decoding text, outperformed students that did not receive remedial small- 
group instruction. Two-year follow-up data indicated the gains students had made in 
reading achievement were maintained.  Thus, the findings from this study may indicate 
that the students who were found to be falling behind and were receiving intense 
instruction from the certified reading teacher to improve and apply decoding skills in 
context with reading, who also grouped students in the smallest possible setting, obtained 
significantly higher DIBELS achievement scores than the students who received 
instruction from the non-certified reading teacher who chose to instruct through a whole- 
group format. 
Research Sub-Question Two:  How do teachers describe their professional training 
experiences and their ability to instruct high-need students in reading? 
Research Sub-Question Three:  How do teachers’ background experiences affect their 
instructional practice? 
 The teachers’ perceptions related to their professional training experiences and 
their perceived effect on instructional practice when instructing high-need students was 
explored through the face-to-face interviews the researcher conducted with each of the 
four kindergarten teachers.  Five common themes emerged from the analysis of the 
teacher interview responses.  The findings indicated a disparity existed among the post-
baccalaureate professional training experiences the teachers had received, a lack of 
experience with but a desire for a literacy-coaching model to improve instructional 
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practice, a defined role for the reading specialist to help students most at risk for the 
acquisition of emergent literacy skills, the provision of guidelines to help teachers know 
what and when to teach specific skills, and supports needed to increase teacher efficacy 
in the teaching of reading.  Teachers shared differing perceptions about the factors of 
their background training and the level of expertise each felt she had to effectively 
provide adequate reading instruction to high-need students, while offering a learning 
environment conducive to such instruction.   
A disparity existed in the teachers’ post-baccalaureate education levels.  The 
teacher with the reading certification was the only one of the four who had a master’s 
degree in addition to the reading certification.  The teacher with four years of experience 
had taken a few online classes and the first-year teacher had not yet had an opportunity to 
take post-baccalaureate classes, but she is considering pursuing a reading certification as 
she believes it will help her in the classroom, especially with high-need students.  The 
teacher with the most experience has a master’s equivalency and has taken some online 
courses and workshops offered through the school district.  The new teacher and the most 
experienced teacher both expressed they were not certain if their classroom environment 
promoted student success in the acquisition of early reading skills, though they were 
somewhat sure they were prepared to teach reading to high-need students.  Each of them 
felt they needed additional help with intervention groups, as well as additional training 
from the reading specialist to share ideas and advice on how to more actively engage 
students and provide more effective instruction to high-need learners.  The teacher with 
four years of experience stated she felt her classroom promoted early reading-skill 
success, but she commented she would like more guidance as to how to effectively run 
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guided-reading groups.  The teacher with a reading certification shared that her classroom 
did promote success in early reading-skill acquisition, as “there’s words everywhere, 
there’s language everywhere,” She did; however, express a desire to be trained more 
extensively in the Wilson phonics program.  All four teachers expressed support for the 
idea of a literacy coach to either help promote teacher efficacy in reading instruction or to 
assist with the implementation of effective interventions for high-need learners.   
 These findings correlate with previous research conducted by Montanari (2013), 
Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2010), and Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) all of which 
reported the positive effects on student achievement when an effective literacy-coaching 
model is designed and implemented with fidelity to improve instructional practice in the 
teaching of reading.  Effective reading instruction implies that teachers’ possess the 
skillset to meet the needs of a diverse student population, particularly those with reading 
difficulties (Moats, 2009). Thus, once teachers possess the knowledge required to 
implement an effective reading program for students, they must also understand how to 
transfer this knowledge into specific targeted interventions to help high-need learners 
become more proficient in early literacy skills.  The significance of the findings is found 
in determining specific initiatives that will establish professional development training 
most conducive to improving teacher efficacy in the teaching of reading and providing 
ongoing, consistent, and differentiated support to teachers as they implement the training 
in the classroom. 
 
Recommended Actionable Solutions 
 As discussed previously, in order to improve instructional practice in the teaching 
of reading, defined, sustained, and interactive professional development training 
  213 
 
 
programs are needed to provide opportunities for ongoing monitoring and feedback of 
observed instructional practice while teachers are in the field.  However, based on the 
review of the literature, additional research is needed to explore teacher effectiveness 
more in-depth as it relates to the types of professional training that are most conducive to 
ensure the implementation of best practices within the learning environment to meet the 
needs of young struggling students.   
 The purpose of this study was to examine the reading achievement of 
kindergarten students on the DIBELS literacy assessment in relation to teachers’ post-
baccalaureate professional training.  Specifically, the study examined the differences in 
the reading achievement of students in a Southern Pennsylvania public elementary school 
as they received instruction by a teacher with a reading certification or by teachers 
without a reading certification. Overall, the quantitative and qualitative data collected in 
the study reflected academic benefits for students taught by a specifically trained 
professional.  The major conclusion from this study was that quality instruction can be 
optimized through a carefully constructed professional development plan consisting of 
training and support provided within the classroom as teachers are monitored and 
coached by reading experts when instruction is being delivered to young learners, 
especially those identified as high-need.  The implementation of this type of professional 
development will involve an investment of time, money, and resources on the district’s 
part; however, the investment will have a significant effect on the quality of reading 
instruction and the overall achievement of students.    
An additional factor identified within the study was the concern over the lack of 
consistency within the kindergarten program and a consensus as to what should be taught 
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when and how.  This lack of consistency has been a long-standing issue within the district 
and warrants attention, as teachers believe reading instruction contains many 
complexities that demand specific training and guidelines for effective instrumentation.  
No single program is currently in use, except for Wilson phonics, and training for it has 
been sporadic at best.  The district is considering purchasing a particular phonics and 
basal program for grades K-1 to be implemented the next school year.  This proposed 
purchase could prove effective in establishing consistency within the primary reading 
program and creating a framework for instruction in the five emergent literacy-skill 
components that have been found to be instrumental to assist young learners in becoming 
successful readers.  However, the most important factor for the district to take into 
account is the structure of the training and level of support teachers will receive as they 
learn the new program.  The results of this study appear to indicate that a critical factor in 
the program’s success lies in the district’s ability to provide ongoing and differentiated 
training and support to teachers, whom are being observed by experts in reading, as they 
are providing instruction to the students in their own classrooms.  
School and district leaders who do not have the monetary resources to implement 
a professional development program that includes provisions for literacy coaches or use 
of the reading specialists in that capacity can consider other options.  One solution may 
be to restructure how the reading specialists are currently being utilized.  In the research 
site’s district, a pull out model has been the norm, wherein the reading specialist meets 
with the most struggling students and provides intervention support in foundational 
literacy skills.  A combination of pull out student intervention and teacher support could 
be arranged so that reading specialists are able to observe teacher instruction on a rotating 
  215 
 
 
basis while the teachers are providing small-group support to students.  From the 
observations, the reading specialist would provide feedback to the teachers, model small- 
group lessons for the them, discuss strengths and weaknesses, and encourage teachers to 
implement changes based on the feedback.  With this training model in place, the reading 
specialist would be able to help teachers learn how to provide specific instructional 
intervention support to individual students instead of relying on the pull out model, which 
ultimately, does not help change teacher instruction.  By utilizing the reading specialists 
as coaches, teacher efficacy in the instruction of reading could significantly improve. 
Another possibility may be to use as peer coaches, the teachers with reading 
certifications, who have been identified by school leaders as highly qualified.  The 
structure of the teachers’ day would be manipulated so they would function as a 
classroom teacher for half the day and as a coach the other half.  There are several 
teachers in the research site’s district who have a reading certification; thus, this idea may 
provide a creative solution to the lack of literacy coaches and the budgetary constraints 
that prevent discussion about including literacy coaches as part of the staff.   If 
implemented effectively, it could help the district provide individualized professional 
development to improve the instruction of reading that is designed to meet the 
differentiated needs of each teacher.   The certificated teacher participant in this study 
would consider this as a viable short-term solution should she be asked to consider it as 
an option.  A third option for the district to consider may be as basic as seeking qualified 
candidates for primary teaching positions that are dual certified with a reading 
certification. 
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Finally, a low-cost option could be considered that would provide opportunities 
for teachers to observe each other within and across grade levels while engaged in 
reading instruction.  Teachers open to this type of collaboration could potentially benefit 
from the dialogue, discussion, and feedback that would be generated from these 
interactions. This initiative would entail the school leader restructuring the schedule to 
accommodate this type of collaboration and setting aside money for substitutes. Along 
the same lines, sending teachers outside the district to visit schools that are utilizing a 
coaching/teacher training model effectively, implementing a prescribed primary 
reading/phonics program, or who have successfully implemented an effective 
intervention support system for high-need learners would provide additional learning 
opportunities for teachers.  Exploring the possibilities beyond the K-12 setting, the 
district could also consider initiating a proposal that would create a collaborative 
partnership with local colleges such as a district/college cohort that would enable teachers 
to expand their professional knowledge and expertise through reading training courses 
designed to improve instructional efficacy. 
The increased demands placed on teachers to meet the individual needs of 
students in addition to documenting evidence of sustained incremental growth calls for 
district leaders to become creative and open-minded to providing favorable conditions for 
teachers to grow professionally and improve their instructional practice.  The district 
cannot continue to do business as usual and expect profound changes in teacher 
instruction or student achievement.  Opportunities exist for teachers to communicate and 
collaborate with professional colleagues about instructional practice on a regular basis, as 
well as receive consistent and effective training to improve teacher efficacy if the district 
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is open and willing to consider options that lie outside of the traditional methods 
currently in place. 
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 
 As an increasing number of students enter school already lagging behind their 
peers in the development of foundational literacy skills, it is imperative for researchers to 
analyze the effectiveness of early primary literacy programs to ensure students at-risk are 
identified early and provided intense instructional intervention support by highly 
qualified professionals.  Future research in this area can focus on specific components of 
the primary literacy program. 
 One area to consider for future research is the extent to which the DIBELS Next 
assessment instrument is found to be an effective measure to identify high-need students 
throughout the primary grades, specifically K-3.  Are students identified in kindergarten 
as needing intensive support continuing to be identified as such in first grade?  Are the 
subtests of the assessment accurate in determining the emergent literacy skills needed 
during the fall, winter, and spring benchmarks for each year?  Is the achievement gap 
closing for the high-need students as they advance through the primary grades? 
Analyzing longitudinal data for cohorts of students from kindergarten through third grade 
may provide answers to these questions. 
Another area to consider for future research is the possibility of creating multi-age 
classrooms in at least grades K-2 to replace the traditional grade-level assignments. Is 
there available research that would suggest the multi-age concept is a viable option for 
the district to consider?  Currently, several students identified as high-need are making 
progress throughout the kindergarten year but are not ready to take on the demands of 
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first grade.  If high-need students were provided with more time to acquire the necessary 
prerequisite literacy skills, could the achievement gap close or at least decrease?  Does 
the research support the idea that it is more important to consider the students’ 
developmental and academic needs rather than chronological age when promoting them 
to the next grade level?  If students were able to continue receiving intense intervention 
support, would it make a difference by the time they reached the third grade?  The 
significance of this problem is supported in the research, as the belief is held that if high-
need students are not provided with specific and effective interventions by the end of first 
grade, they will not be able to catch up to their peers by the end of elementary school 
(Allington, 2011).  However, future research would need to be considered to study the 
implementation of a multi-age learning environment within the framework of a K-6 
building.   
Along these same lines, another option the district could consider is more 
controversial.   It would involve additional research and envisioning a bigger picture.  In 
order to confront the issue of the lack of available resource personnel discussed by the 
teacher participants in the study as critical to assisting with reading interventions and 
instructional support, the district could consider forming a task force to research the 
positive effects of redefining the elementary school zones and restructuring the grade 
levels assigned to each of the three elementary buildings.  Currently, student population 
at the research site has reached over 618 students.  The other two elementary buildings 
have considerably smaller populations, with 540 students in one building and 484 
students in the third building.  Restructuring the buildings so two of the elementary 
buildings housed K-3 and the third housed grades 4-6 would enable resource personnel to 
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be distributed more equitably in order to assist students and teachers on a more consistent 
and regular basis.  This idea could possibly increase the district’s capacity to realign 
instructional staff in order to more effectively provide literacy coaching and reading 
intervention opportunities that are not available at the present time.  Additional research 
would need to be undertaken to determine if K-2 or K-3 schools are better able to meet 
their student populations’ diverse academic needs. However, it could be the answer to a 
number of issues facing the district that this study presented, and is worth consideration.  
Involving the community members in the discussions at the onset could alleviate 
potential opposition to the proposal, especially if the research was in place to support the 
initiative. 
This research study provides leaders within a Southern Pennsylvania school 
district with a wealth of data related to the effective instructional and intervention 
supports needed to ensure the achievement gap is closing for high-need students entering 
kindergarten.  The data can be utilized to assist school and district leaders involved in the 
decision-making process with a plan to include a more systematic approach when 
considering options for improvements to the primary reading program and teacher 
professional development training.  The data from the study can also help fill the gap in 
the research related to these two areas; however, due to the study’s limitations, a larger 
population sample would need to be considered to ensure the results are generalizable to 
the broader population.  To fill the gap in the research, further studies would need to be 
conducted with larger cohort groups of teachers certified and not certified as reading 
specialists in multiple school districts across the state. 
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Summary 
 This explanatory mixed-methods research study conducted in a Southern 
Pennsylvania public elementary school employed a pragmatic approach that sought 
practical solutions for improving teacher instructional practice and increasing the reading 
proficiency of high-need kindergarten students.  In addition, the study examined the 
reading achievement of kindergarten students who were instructed by a teacher with a 
reading certification in comparison to kindergarten students instructed by teachers 
without a reading certification.   The conceptual framework of the study proposed that 
early identification and effective instructional intervention support of high-need students 
upon entry into formal education is a critical component for inclusion within primary 
reading programs to alleviate the achievement gap that exists between socioeconomically 
disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers.  The literature suggests that the 
professional training experiences teachers have received in the instruction of reading and 
the professional development support that has been provided influences the effectiveness 
of the implementation of the instructional and intervention models.  A well-trained 
teaching staff is considered essential to deliver effective instruction of essential emergent 
literacy skills and also to differentiate the appropriate interventions required for high-
need students.  
 The quantitative data obtained in this study has shown that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the DIBELS total composite scores for kindergarten 
students instructed by a teacher with a reading certification compared those students 
instructed by teachers without a reading certification.  Conversely, no statistically 
significant difference was found in the interaction between teacher certification and 
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gender.  The qualitative data has shown that a disparity exits in teachers’ post-
baccalaureate background professional training experiences; a lack of experience but a 
strong desire for a professional such as a literacy coach to help teachers improve 
instruction in the teaching of reading; a defined role for the reading specialist to provide 
intervention support for high-need students and to share ideas or lend instructional 
support to teachers; the need for guidelines as to what and when to teach specific reading 
skills; and supports to improve efficacy in the form of increased numbers of support staff, 
differentiated professional training, and additional resource materials.  The conclusion of 
the data in the research study was that academic benefits were realized for kindergarten 
students who were provided with instruction by a specifically trained professional.   
 Chapter 5 marks the conclusion of the research study.  The researcher 
recommends that school districts give careful consideration to investigating the types of 
professional development training that would be most conducive to improving teacher 
efficacy in the instruction of reading and to devote attention to studying the effectiveness 
of the current reading and intervention programs in place for young learners.  The 
benefits of each will be instrumental in providing the supports necessary to increase the 
chances of high-need students becoming successful readers in the future.  
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Appendix B 
 
 
Observation Protocol Template for Field Notes 
Observation Field Notes for— 
Setting: 
Observer: 
Role of Observer: 
Time:                      Date:    
Length of Observation: 
 
                            Descriptions                                                              Reflective Notes 
General Classroom Description  
Teacher Descriptions  
Student Descriptions  
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from Creswell (2012), p. 216. 
Creswell, J.W.  (2012).  Educational Research:  Planning, conducting, and evaluating  
 
quantitative and qualitative research.  Boston, MA:  Pearson Education, Inc. 
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Appendix C 
 
 
Interview Questions for Kindergarten Teachers Involved in Study 
 
 
1. How long have you been teaching? 
 
 
 
 
2. What is your educational background experience? 
 
 
3. Do you believe your professional training has prepared you to teach reading 
effectively to high-need kindergarten students?  Why or why not? 
   
 
 
 
 
4.  What is your view of a literacy-coaching model to provide reading instruction? 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Do you feel your classroom environment promotes success in the acquisition of 
early reading skills?  If so, how? 
 
 
 
 
 
6. What do you believe the role of the reading specialist should be? 
 
 
 
7. What types of assessments do you use throughout the year to monitor reading 
achievement of your students? 
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8. Please describe a literacy environment you feel is most conducive to meet the 
needs of high-need students. 
 
 
 
 
 
9. What do you think are the top five emergent literacy skills that are most beneficial 
for high-need students to acquire to become successful readers? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. What supports do you feel you need personally to become more proficient in the 
teaching of reading? 
 
 
 
11. What do you think is needed on a larger scale to advance this agenda? 
 
 
 
12. If you could give advice to a principal or administrator initiating improved 
instructional practice in the teaching of reading, what would it be? 
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Appendix D 
 
 
Coding Chart for Interview Protocol 
 
 
 
Emergent 
Codes 
Epoch or 
Personal 
Bracketing 
Significant 
Statements 
Meaning  
Units 
Textural 
Descriptions 
Structural  
Descriptions 
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Appendix H 
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Appendix J 
 
Approved Parent Consent Form 
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Appendix K 
 
Approved Invitation to Participate Form
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Approved Teacher Consent Form 
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